RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
Overview

Operable Unit (QU) 2-12, Perched Water System, is the second OU to be addressed within
Waste Area Group (WAG) 2, Test Reactor Area at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
(INEL). A Proposed Plan was released June 26, 1992, with a public comment period from July
6 to August 5, 1992. The Proposed Plan recommended that no remedial action of the Perched
Water System was necessary. This responsiveness summary provides a summarization of
comments received during the comment period and responses to the summarized comments.

Background on Community Involvement

To announce the beginning of the Perched Water investigation project, public informational
meetings were held in late July 1991 in Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow.
The meetings were to explain how the Comprehensive Environmental Resource, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) process works and to introduce the Perched Water System site
investigation project to the public. These informational meetings were announced via the INEL
Reporter newsletter, which is distributed to the INEL employees as well as the general public;
through newspaper and radio advertisements; and an INEL press release. Personal phone calls
were made to key individuals, environmental groups, and organizations by the INEL field offices
in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. The Community Relations Plan Coordinator also made calls
to community leaders in Idaho Falls and Moscow.

When the investigation was complete, a Notice of Availability for the Proposed Plan for
the remedial action of the Perched Water System was published June 26, 1992 in the Post
Register (Idaho Falls), Idaho State Journal (Pocatello), Times News (Twin Falls), Idaho
Statesman (Boise), and Daily News (Moscow/Pullman). A similar newspaper advertisement
appeared in the same newspapers the following week repeating the public meeting locations and
times. Personal phone calls, as noted above, were also made to inform interested individuals and
groups about the opportunity to comment.

The Proposed Plan for the remedial action of the Perched Water System was mailed
June 26, 1992, to 6,500 individuals on the INEL mailing list. It included a cover letter from the
Director of the Environmental Restoration Division of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Idaho Field Office urging citizens to comment on the Proposed Plan and to attend public
meetings. Copies of the Proposed Plan and the entire Administrative Record are available to the
public in six regional INEL information repositories: the INEL Technical Library in Idaho Falls;
and city libraries in Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow. The original
documents comprising the Administrative Record are located at the INEL Technical Library;
copies from the originals are present in the five other libraries. These copies were placed in the
information repository sections or at the reference desk in each of these libraries.

The public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Perched Water System was held
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from July 6 to August 5, 1992. No requests for extensions were made. Technical briefings were
conducted via speaker phone to interested members of the public in Twin Falls, Moscow, and
Pocatello on July 13, 14, and 15, 1992, respectively. Public meetings were held July 20, 21, 22,
and 23, 1992 in Idaho Falls, Burley, Boise, and Moscow, respectively. At these meetings,
representatives from DOE, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the State of Idaho
Department of Health and Welfare discussed the project, answered questions, and received public
comments. Verbatim transcripts of each public meeting were prepared by a court reporter.

A Responsiveness Summary has been prepared as part of the Record of Decision. All
verbal comments, as given at the public meetings, and all written comments, as submitted, are
repeated verbatim in the Administrative Record for the Record of Decision. Those comments
are annotated to indicate which response in the Responsiveness Summary addresses each
comment. It should be noted that the Responsiveness Summary groups similar comments
together, summarizes them, and provides a single response for each comment group. This Record
of Decision presents the selected no action alternative for the Perched Water System OU at the
INEL, selected in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act, and, to the extent practicable, the National Qil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). The decision for this OU is based on the information in the
Administrative Record.

Summary of Comments Received During Public Comment Period

Comments and questions raised during the Perched Water System public comment period
on the Proposed Plan are summarized briefly below. The comment period was held from July 6
to August 5, 1992, Many of the questions were answered at the public meeting as reflected in
the transcripts in the Administrative Record file. Comments and questions on a variety of
subjects not specific to the Perched Water System Proposed Plan were recorded. Those subjects
included nuclear materials production, diversion of cleanup funds, and the need for the EPA to
establish MCLs for several radionuclides, metals, and anions. Responses to those comments are
not included in this Responsiveness Summary. Additional information on these unrelated topics
can be obtained from the INEL Public Affairs Office in Idaho Falls or at the local INEL offices
in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. Comments and questions regarding community participation
in general were referred to the INEL Community Relations Coordinator and will be addressed
during updates to the Community Relations Plan. Questions on the Perched Water System
submitted during the formal comment period, including those provided during the public
meetings, are categorized below.

Remedial Investigation
1. Comment: Commenters question DOE’s characterization of the size of the contaminated
perched water zone. As noted in a comment on the Remedial Investigation Report from

IDHW, the wells along the northeast margin of the Perched Water System are too deep to
adequately represent water levels. (W1-5, W8-2, T2-4)
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Response: This issue was identified in IDHW’s January 1992, comments on the Remedial
Investigation Report. The concern was resolved as follows: The size of the deep perched
zone is estimated from water-level measurements in deep perched zone wells. These wells
measure the thickness of the deep Perched Water System above the 150-foot interbed (150
feet below land surface) upon which the water is perched. It is true that the deep perched
water could extend farther to the northeast than is illustrated in the figures in the Remedial
Investigation Report. Although the lateral extent of the deep perched zone to the northeast
is not fully constrained by dry perched wells which would indicate the extent of perched
water, water levels in wells such as PW-7, USGS-72, USGS-74, USGS-66, and USGS-71,
indicate that the perched water zone tapers laterally, allowing a reasonable approximation
of the edge and, therefore, the size of the perched zone. Model results are based on a
perched water body with no confining boundary conditions, thus simulating a more
laterally extensive system (worst-case) than is observed. Therefore, defining the exact
edge of the entire Perched Water System is not crucial for modeling the system.

2.  Comment: Commenters state that no evidence is presented to show there is no interaction
between percolating water from the Big Lost River when it flows near the Test Reactor
Area, and the deep perched water from the wastewater ponds at the Test Reactor Area.
(W5-6, W5-7, W5-8)

Response: Section 3.5.3 of the Remedial Investigation Report discusses the influence of
the Big Lost River on the Perched Water System. The evaluation accounts for flow in the
Big Lost River in conjunction with wastewater discharges to the Test Reactor Area ponds.
Flow in the Big Lost River has at times created a perched water body near the Test
Reactor Area that influenced the deep Perched Water System. The water from Big Lost
River recharge appeared to have a short term "damming” effect on movement of water
from the Perched Water System beneath the Test Reactor Area as discussed in Section
3.5.3.1 of the Remedial Investigation Report. However, contaminant concentrations were
not significantly affected. The model did not include interaction between the Big Lost
River and the Perched Water System beneath the Test Reactor Area because historic
observations do not indicate a consistent or significant pattern of interaction. The three-
year review will evaluate this assumption and others upon which this decision is based to
ensure that the assumptions remain valid and that health and the environment are being
protected.

3. Comment: Commenters state that the possibility of floods and earthquakes should not be
ignored. The Test Reactor Area appears to be in the flood plain of the Big Lost River.
(T4-10, W5-4, W5-6)

Response: The possible effects to the Perched Water System from the occurrence of a
catastrophic event (e.g., an earthquake or volcanic activity) were addressed in a qualitative
sense to understand the potential effect of such events on the Perched Water System. Big
Lost River flooding was addressed in Section 3.5 of the Remedial Investigation Report.
The resuits of the evaluation indicate that because of the long recurrence intervals between
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these events and the predicted dissipation of the Perched Water System (i.e., 7 years after
wastewater discharge ceases) these events would have minimal impact on the Perched
Water System.

Contaminants

4, Comment: Commenters state that the use of mean contaminant concentrations in risk
assessment is inappropriate because it understates risk. The risk assessment should be
repeated based on a model that considers the highest contaminant concentrations. (T4-2,
T4-7, T4-20, W1-9, W6-2, W7-3, W8-4)

Response: The mean concentrations presented in Table 1 of the Proposed Plan were not
used to conduct the risk assessment. Table 1 of the Proposed Plan included mean
concentrations from the shallow and deep perched zones and the Snake River Plain Aquifer
in order to provide a summary of the levels of contamination found during the
investigation. The table was not intended to represent the exposure values used in the risk
assessment. The exposure assessment was based on exposure concentrations predicted by
the groundwater model. The intent of the modeling effort was to provide a mathematical
representation of the movement of water and contaminants in the perched water system and
was based on all available data. Once the model was found to adequately represent the
system, it was used to predict future contaminant concentrations which would reach the
Snake River Plain Aquifer. The model attempted to evaluate the upper-bound of the
exposure concentrations by evaluating contaminant concentrations in the upper part of the
aquifer before any dilution effects could occur. The risk assessment calculations were
based on output concentrations from the model. The future scenario risk calculations were
based on the modeled concentrations for the contaminants of concern at the year 2115.
These concentrations are listed in Table 6. The concentrations were then assumed to
remain constant throughout the thirty-year exposure period ending in 2145. For the near-
term calculations, the average modeled concentrations for each of the five near-term thirty-
year periods were used for tritium, chromium, and cadmium. These concentrations are
listed in Table 9.

s. Comment: Commenters raise concerns about data presented in Table 1 (page A-7) of the
Proposed Plan. Some commenters feel drinking water standards for several radionuclides
should have been provided. (T1-15, T2-6, W1-10, W8-5)

Response: Table 1 of the Proposed Plan identifies the drinking water standard for beta
and gamma emitting radionuclides at 4 millirem/year. It is acknowledged that the levels
of radionuclides in the shallow perched zone exceed drinking water standards. With
respect to identifying specific radionuclide standards in the Proposed Plan, the National
Primary Drinking Water Regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 141) state that "if
two or more radionuclides are present, the sum of their annual dose equivalent to the total
body or to any organ shall not exceed 4 millirem/year...". The exposure should be
calculated as a summation of the activities contributed by all radionuclides present
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(cesium-137, americium-241, cobalt-60, etc.). In preparation of the Proposed Plan, it was
felt that it would be confusing to readers to list calculated standards based on the 4
millirem limit for each radionuclide, that it would be a misrepresentation of the standard,
and that risk would be understated. Standards will be stated more clearly in future
Proposed Plans, as applicable.

6. Comment: One commenter expresses interest in the contaminant concentrations shown
in Table I, Columns B and C, of the Proposed Plan. These data show that tritium and
chromium concentrations are lower in the deep perched water than in the Snake River
Plain Aquifer. This is contrary to what would be expected (i.e., concentrations decreasing
with depth). (W2-2)

Response: The reason for tritium and chromium concentrations being higher in the Snake
River Plain Aquifer than in the Deep Perched Water is not known for certain. However,
a likely contributing factor is the influence of infiltration of water from the cold waste
pond having a more pronounced diluting effect on the deep perched water than on the
Snake River Plain Aquifer water below. In recognition that certain details of the perched
water system are not understood fully, monitoring of the system and the three-year review
will be conducted as discussed ih Section 7. :

7. Comment: Commenters state that the information provided to the public in the Proposed
Plan, provides an incomplete picture of contamination in the Perched Water System.
Commenters note levels of contamination discharged to the perched water system and
detected in the shallow perched system. A commenter also feels that the fact that
production wells which provide drinking water to TRA employees are not contaminated
should be stated. (T1-13, T4-14, W1-6, W1-9)

Response: The Proposed Plan was intended to be a brief summary of information
supporting key conclusions on which the proposal was based. Detailed information is in
the Remedial Investigation Report, available to the public in the Administrative Record and
the Information Repositories. We recognize that significant concentrations of radionuclides
have been released to the Perched Water System. Section 4 of the Remedial Investigation
Report contains a complete description of the sources of wastewater disposal and waste
disposal history to the Perched Water Systern. Section 4 of the report also includes
observed contaminant concentrations in the shallow and deep perched water zones and the
Snake River Plain Aquifer. It is also acknowledged that production wells at the TRA
which are the source of drinking water to TRA workers, are not contaminated and that
there is currently no risk to workers due to their use of the wells. Data from the
production wells was used as background to which other contaminant levels were
compared for screening purposes. The Remedial Investigation Report was available prior
to the public meeting for review in the Administrative Record for the Perched Water
System at the information repositories listed in the introductory section to the
Responsiveness Summary.
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8. Comment: Commenters state that contaminant transfer time within the Snake River Plain
Aquifer is uncertain because the Snake River Plain is composed of highly permeable
bedrock and sediments. Persistent pollutants produced at the INEL will eventually appear
in the off-site environment. (T2-7, W1-12, W1-15, W1-20, W5-3, W8-7, W8-9)

Response: We understand that the Perched Water System and the Snake River Plain
Aquifer beneath the TRA occur in permeable and heterogenous rock and sediments.
However, the perched water system and the aquifer have been monitored for 40 years and
considerable information has been developed regarding movement of water and
contaminants in the subsurface in the vicinity of the TRA. The groundwater computer
model which was developed for the investigation was based on and compared or calibrated
to this historical information to ensure that an adequate representation of the system’s past
behavior was possible before the model was used to estimate its future behavior.
Therefore, even though the subsurface rock and sediments are heterogeneous and
permeable, the system can be represented adequately to make reasonable estimates of its
future behavior.

We also agree that Snake River Plain Aquifer water beneath the TRA will eventually flow
off-site. However, the purpose of the remedial investigation was to assess the risk
resulting from the Perched Water System’s effect on the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly
beneath the TRA before any dilution would occur as the water moved away from the TRA
or to greater depths in the aquifer. This approach was to provide a reasonable estimate of
the maximum risk which would result due to infiltration of the contaminated perched water
to the aquifer by calculating the exposure to a potential future resident who would draw
water from the upper part of the aquifer directly beneath the perched water.

Future remedial investigations including the TRA comprehensive investigation and the final
INEL and Snake River Plain Aquifer investigations will further address the subject of
movement of contaminants in the aquifer both within INEL boundaries and off site.

9. Comment: One commenter questiones whether the model reflects groundwater movement
and is able to adequately predict future contaminant concentrations. The model should be
independently verified. (WS5-9)

Response: We recognize that a mathematical computer model can not exactly represent
the Perched Water System. However, the groundwater model was calibrated with historic
data for trittum and chromium to ensure that it represented the Perched Water System, as
noted in the response to comment #7. The conditions under which this "match" was
achieved were then applied for the future projections. Groundwater monitoring will be
conducted to verify that contaminant concentration trends follow those predicted by a
groundwater computer model as noted in Section 7 of the Record of Decision.

The application of the computer fate and transport groundwater model for the Perched
Water System Remedial Investigation including the input parameters and the model output
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are described in Section 5 of the Remedial Investigation Report. This information was
available for technical reviewers to use in developing their own models as independent
verification of the model results. The presentation of the model results have been subject
to technical reviews by individuals independent of the Perched Water System Remedial
Investigation, including the EPA and the State of Idaho.

10. Comment: One commenter believes that leaching and pollutant concentration values
generated by the model for the 125-year period are used for the rest of the planning effort
as though they are hard, real, measured data. The commenter believes that these data are
highly speculative and unreliable and deserve to be treated with great reserve. The
commenter believes the modeled data should be used with variances or confidence
intervals and have statistical reliability attached. (W5-10)

Response: The use of confidence intervals to quantify uncertainty of the model was not
applied because it was not felt that the information gained by a quantitative uncertainty
analysis would justify the time and resources required. One reason is the existence of a
wealth of historical information available for model calibration which helped constrain
model input parameters in order to adequately .represent the system. Post-Record of
Decision monitoring will also serve to verify the model results and the conclusions based
upon the model. However, Table 5-5 in Section 5 of the Remedial Investigation Report
provides the model assumptions and the uncertainty factors that could potentially impact
the results. Health-protective assumptions and input parameters were selected to ensure
that the model did not underestimate exposure concentrations. A purpose of the Post-
Record of Decision monitoring is to evaluate the adequacy of the model predictions (see
Section 7 of this Record of Decision).

11. Comment: One commenter states that the Proposed Plan indicates that tritium
concentrations will decrease due to natural radioactive decay but does not mention dilution
as a factor in what is taking place. (T1-14)

Response: The Perched Water System remedial investigation focused on contaminant
migration from the Perched Water System to the Snake River Plain Aquifer. Although
dilution of tritium and chromium in the Snake River Plain Aquifer is likely taking place,
the model and the risk assessment performed with the modeled concentrations did not
account for dilution effects in the Snake River Plain Aquifer downgradient from the Test
Reactor Area to ensure the most conservative case was evaluated and that risk would not
be underestimated.

Risk Assessment
12. Comment: One commenter states that risk decisions should be based on one chance in

one million rather than the one chance in ten thousand to one chance in one million range.

(W1-18)
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13.

14.

15.

Response: The one in ten thousand to one in one million risk range was established in
the NCP as the range within which risk is considered to be acceptable for assessment of
risk conducted under CERCLA. '

Scenarios

Comment: Commenters ask if a plan exists for groundwater monitoring at the Test
Reactor Area 125 years from now. (T1-1, W4-1)

Response: The need for monitoring 125 years in the future has not been established. In
fact, risk due to contaminants in the Perched water system is expected to be within
acceptable levels within the next 20 years. Criteria and duration for future monitoring will
be developed as near-term monitoring results are evaluated. This plan is described briefly
in Section 7. The purposes of Post-Record of Decision monitoring are to: (1) evaluate
how contaminant of concern concentration trends in the Snake River Plain Aquifer
compare to those predicted by computer modeling; and (2) evaluate the effect of
discontinued discharge to the warm waste pond on fate of contaminants in the Perched
Water System and impact on the Snake River Plain Aquifer.

Comment: Commenters state that institutional control by the DOE for 125 years is
questionable and it should not be assumed for planning purposes that DOE will be in
control at INEL in 125 years. Another commenter suggested that the INEL’s designation
as a National Environmental Research Park may ensure government control for 125 years
or more. (T1-2, T1-7, T1-9, T1-11, T2-8, W4-2, W8-8)

Response: The 125 year future resident-farmer scenario was assessed as one likely
timeframe for establishment of residents at the Test Reactor Area. This timeframe was
selected based on 10 CFR 61 providing for 100 years of institutional controls for low level
waste disposal areas after operations have ceased. Even though the INEL has been
designated as a National Environmental Research Park, there is still uncertainty of future
land use and continuation of operations at the Test Reactor Area many years into the
future. Thus, five near-term risk scenarios were also evaluated assuming that residence
would be established immediately. The results of the near-term scenario evaluations
concluded that contaminant concentrations will be within the acceptable risk range by the
year 2000. In addition, the concentration of chromium and tritium will be below the
MCLs by the year 2020. This information suggests that even though long-term land use
at the INEL is not certain, it is reasonable that the INEL will remain in government control
beyond when contaminant concentrations associated with the TRA Perched Water system
fall to within acceptable levels.

Comment: Commenters state that DOE’s contention that there is no current use of the
perched aquifer water near the Test Reactor Area is unacceptable; some drinking water
wells (at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant and Central Facilities Area) are 2 to 3 miles
downgradient. (T2-8, W1-13, W1-14, W8-7, W8-8)
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Response: We recognize that drinking water wells are located at the Central Facilities
Area and at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant. The statement in the Proposed Plan
referred to the fact that there are no wells which currently draw water directly from the
TRA Perched Water System or the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly beneath for other
than monitoring purposes. The wells which produce water from the Snake River Plain
Aquifer at the TRA are upgradient from the contamination and are regularly monitored to
ensure that they are not contaminated. The scope of this investigation did not include an
evaluation of the migration of contaminants in the Snake River Plain Aquifer down
gradient of the TRA, the Final INEL/Snake River Plain Aquifer RI/FS will address aquifer
risks from the broader perspective of the INEL as a whole. It should also be noted that
all drinking water wells at the INEL are routinely monitored to ensure the water does not
exceed MCLs.

Contaminant Screening

16. Comment: Commenters questioned the appropriateness of eliminating radioactive isotopes
with half-lives of greater than 5 years from the risk assessment, such as Cs-137, lodine-
129, and Plutonium -238, -239, and -240 which have long half-lives and have been
detected in the sediments of the Warm Waste Pond. (T2-5, W1-8, W1-11, W8-3, W8-6)

Response: The Proposed Plan included only those contaminants which were retained after
the screening process and were carried through the entire risk assessment process. The
Proposed Plan is intended to be a summary of the highlights and findings of the risk
assessment. Plutonium-239 and -240 were not carried through the risk assessment because
they were not detected in either the shallow or deep perched water. Plutonium-238 was
detected in the shallow perched water but was eliminated from the risk assessment because
it contributed to less than 1 percent of the overall risk. Cesium-137 was carried through
the entire risk assessment as a contaminant of concern. Iodine-129 was not addressed in
the investigation as a potential contaminant of concern because such a small amount was
released (1.1 x 10 curies per year; Batchelder, 1981) to the ponds. The concentration of
this amount of Iodine-129 in the volume of water released to the Warm Waste Pond alone
(5.35 x 10° gallons; See Table 1) would be in the 10 pCi/l range. With the added volume
of the cold waste pond water to the perched water system concentrations would be even
lower. Detection limits for standard Iodine-129 analysis are well above that, in the 1-3
pCifl range. It is difficult to compare these concentrations to drinking water standards
because the standard for beta emitting radionuclides in drinking water is a maximum dose
of 4 millirem per year to the total body or any internal organ. For lodine alone, the 4
millirem standard equates to 21 pCi/l which is well above expected concentrations in the
perched water system. Although this comparison is instructive, as discussed in the
response to comment number S5, this standard calculated based on lodine alone must be
viewed as an order of magnitude estimate for comparison with the drinking water standard
because the standards applies to the total dose from all beta emitters contributing a dose.
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17.

18.

19.

Comment: One commenter is concerned that screening out contaminants based on their
small individual contribution to risk, as was done to develop the list of contaminants of
concern presented in the Proposed Plan, may cause significant underestimation of the

overall risk if these contaminants were evaluated on a cumulative basis prior to screening.
(T4-12)

Response: The risk assessment guidance developed by EPA suggests that this type of
screening be done in the risk assessment to limit the number of contaminants which are
carried through the entire assessment. It is true that contaminants should not be excluded
from the risk assessment if they contribute significantly to overall risk, even if only on a
cumulative basis. The Remedial Investigation Report describes the process which was
followed to develop the list of contaminants which were carried through the entire risk
assessment process. The Proposed Plan is only a summary of the highlights and
conclusions of the Remedial Investigation Report. In this case, the contaminants which
were carried through the assessment contribute to over 98 percent of the total carcinogenic
and noncarcinogenic risk.

Ecological Risk Assessment

Comment: One commenter states that research on native plants at the Test Reactor Area
indicates some have root systems 10 to 20 feet down into contaminated subsurface soil.
(T4-9)

Response: There are currently no known plants in the vicinity of the TRA which have root
systems that could reach the contaminated perched water. The shallow perched water only
occurs directly beneath the ponds and will cease to exist once discharge to the ponds is
discontinued before deep-rooted plants would have time to develop.

Comment: One commenter expresses concern that research on INEL flora and fauna is

incomplete, yet DOE presumes to set "safe concentrations" for all plant and animal
populations. (T4-21, W7-4)

Response: We recognize that there are gaps in the available toxicity data for plants and
animals which resulted in the eccological assessment being qualitative rather than
quantitative in nature. The intent of the risk assessment was not to attempt to set safe
concentrations for all plant and animal populations at the INEL. The assessment was to
determine if the levels of contaminants of concern which are predicted to be in the Snake
River Plain Aquifer would cause adverse effects to major species or communities. Given
the information available regarding the levels of these contaminants which are harmful to
plants and animals, the projected concentrations of contaminants of concern are not
expected to result in unacceptable risk. Ecological risk will be addressed for TRA as a
whole during the comprehensive WAG 2 investigation and for the INEL as a whole in the
final WAG 10 investigation.
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20.

21.

Alternatives

Comment: Commenters object to DOE’s continued use of the warm and cold waste ponds
in light of the decision to allow the contaminants to remain in the perched zones. (W1-7,
WI1-21, W5-11, W6-4, T2-1, T2-2, T4-4, T4-6, T4-11)

Response: The CERCLA process under which the Perched Water remedial investigation
and risk assessment were conducted concludes that action is not necessary to reduce risks
at the site. The warm waste water was identified as a source of contamination to
groundwater. Construction of a new lined replacement pond is underway and is anticipated
to be complete in 1993. While the cold waste pond is expected to remain in use until at
least the year 2007, the effluent discharged to this pond does not contribute to
contamination in the Perched Water System. Infiltration of cold waste effluent into the
Perched Water System was included in the model that generated contaminant exposure
concentrations used in the human health risk assessment (see Remedial Investigation
Report Section 6). The risk assessment indicates that no unacceptable adverse impacts to
human health or the environment occur as a result of continued use of the cold waste pond.
As noted in responses to previous comments, monitoring of the Perched Water System will
be conducted to ensure that these modeling assumptions are correct.

Comment: One commenter asks if other options were considered and if so, what were
they? What were their costs? What was the decisive factor in their being rejected? Were
any new and innovative solutions considered? (T4-23)

Response: An analysis of other cleanup alternatives was not completed. Two remedial
action objectives were identified at the onset of the Remedial Investigation. The first
remedial action objective was to prevent risks to human health that would result from
residential/agricultural use of Snake River Plain Aquifer water containing contaminants of
concern in excess of maximum contaminant levels, or that would constitute human
carcinogenic risk in excess of the NCP target risk range (10° to 10™) or a noncarcinogenic
hazard index of greater than 1.0. The human health risk assessment indicates that this
remedial action objective will be achieved if no action is taken. The second remedial
action objective was to prevent human ingestion, inhalation or direct contact with
contaminated shallow or deep perched groundwater. This remedial action objective will
be met because existing institutional controls at the Test Reactor Area and INEL will likely
remain in place at least through the time it takes for contaminant levels in the Snake River
Plain Aquifer to decrease to an acceptable level. The investigative process under CERCLA
and the NCP generally consists of the remedial investigation which evaluates the nature
and extent of contamination and the risk to human health and the environment resulting
from that contamination followed by a feasibility study which evaluates various cleanup
technologies to determine the best method for reducing the risk to within acceptable levels
and achieve the cleanup or remedial action objectives. In the case of the Perched Water
System, it was determined that the no action was necessary to reach the remedial action
objectives stated above. Therefore, additional resources were not expended to complete

November 24, 1992, Revision 11 59



22,

23.

24.

an analysis of a variety of other cleanup methods and items such as cost were not a factor.

Comment: Several commenters state that other alternatives should be evaluated such as:
pump polluted water out of the perched water table, treat/purify the water, and store it in
a safe, monitored environment; recycie noncontaminated wastewater; stop use of all leach
ponds and pump contaminated water to a treatment system; try the Ultrasound Water
Reclamation method. Additionally, pump liquid adsorbents into the perched water table
to remove more pollutants; monitor the perched water table areas; and cap the entire area
above the perched water system to prevent infiltration and direct run off to the Big Lost
River channel. (T2-10, T3-2, T4-16, T4-17, W1-17, W1-19, W1-20, W1-21, W3-2, W5-
11, W8-12)

Response: We agree that cleanup technologies could be implemented to remove some of
the contamination from the perched water system at TRA. However, the purpose of
implementing such technologies under the Superfund program would be reduce
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. Based on the risk assessment and
risk management considerations and conclusions as presented in Sections 6 and 7 of the
Remedial Investigation Report, the risk to human health and the environment was found
to be within the acceptable limits. Therefore, evaluation of other alternatives was not
pursued further.

Comment: Several commenters agree that the "no action" alternative for the Perched
Water System is acceptable because contaminant concentrations are below MCLs, clean
up of the Perched Water System would be a waste of money, and the alternative is realistic
and logical. This type of extensive evaluation should not be necessary in the future for
similar levels of contamination. (T1-3, T1-5, T1-6, T1-10, T3-1, T1-12, W2-1, W2-3, W3-
1, W5-1)

Response: DOE, EPA, and IDHW agree that no action is necessary based upon the risk
assessment which shows that no unacceptable risk exists and that monitoring will ensure
that predicted contaminant trends in the Snake River Plain Aquifer are verified.

This evaluation will provide insight when similar types and levels of contamination are
investigated in the future. However, it cannot be concluded that no evaluation will be
necessary. Each site must be evaluated on its own merits and on its associated
contaminants and exposure pathways.

Comment: Several commenters disagree with the "no action" proposal and stated that
DOE should be required to clean up the contamination in the Perched Water System
because the contaminants will continue to migrate into the subsurface and risk levels will
rise. (T1-4, T2-9, T4-1, T4-16, T4-18, T4-22, T4-24, T4-26, W1-1, W1-4, W1-19, W5-5,
W5-12, W6-1, W6-7, W7-1, W8-11)

Response: The Agencies respect the opinion of the commenters; however, there is no
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information available which we believe supports changing the decision from what was
presented in the Proposed Plan. The remedial investigation and risk assessment conducted
for the TRA Perched water show that contaminant levels and associated risk will continue
to decrease and that no unacceptable risk is posed by the contaminated perched water.
Elimination of the Warm Waste Pond in 1993 will support this decrease in risk.
Monitoring will be conducted to ensure the Perched Water System continues to behave as
expected. Investigations and remedial actions at the INEL, including the Perched Water
Remedial Investigation, are conducted in accordance with CERCLA, its implementing
regulation the NCP, and the INEL Federal Facilities Agreement/Consent Order and
associated EPA guidance. The Federal Facilities Agreement/Consent Order also provides
for EPA and State of Idaho review of all activities. This review is to ensure that decisions
are made with sound technical basis.

Public Involvement

Comment: Details of the monitoring plan were requested during the technical briefings
held via speaker phone prior to the public meetings and during the public meeting in Idaho
Falls. The commenters request to see the monitoring plan before publication of the Record
of Decision. (T1-1, T1-8, W4-1)

Response: The purpose of the proposed plan was to present the agencies recommendation
to the public for comment. The recommended alternative presented in the Proposed Plan
was for no remedial action with monitoring of the Perched Water System. Details for a
monitoring plan would have been premature in the Proposed Plan. At the time the plan
was released the "no remedial action™ with monitoring decision had not been finalized. At
the public meeting in Idaho Falls, general components of the monitoring plan were
discussed during the agencies’ presentation of the proposed plan. Subsequent presentations
during the public meeting period were modified to include discussion and visual aids to
describe the components that were being considered for the development of the monitoring
plan. Section 7 of this Record of Decision documents that DOE will submit a draft
monitoring plan to the Agencies for review within 45 days of the finalization of the Record
of Decision. Once finalized, the monitoring plan will be available in the information
repositories. As noted in Section 7, monitoring data will be made available in the
Information Repositories.

Comment: One commenter requests that DOE publish the public comments made at the
original scoping meeting on this project. (T1-16)

Response: The comments made at the original scoping meetings are summarized in the
Scoping Report and have been made available at the information repositories listed in the

introductory sections to the Responsiveness Summary.

Fragmentation
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Comment: Commenters state that public recognition of potential pollution problems at
the INEL may be diminished by focusing on only a few of the 49 waste management units
at the Test Reactor Area. Relationships among facilities and OUs should be spelled out
in detail. A segmented approach frustrates a comprehensive assessment of the collective
contamination and the cumulative effects being released by all waste sites. The final WAG
10 INEL-wide assessment should begin now, especially the assessment of contamination
in the Snake River Plain Aquifer, rather than wait until 1998. (T2-3, T4-3, T4-5, T4-8,
T4-11, T4-13, T4-15, T4-19, T4-24, T4-25, T4-27, W1-2, W1-3, W1-16, W5-2, W6-3, W6-
5, W6-6, W7-2, W8-1)

Response: The approach implemented in the INEL Federal Facilities Agreement/Consent
Order, including the concept of addressing the numerous sites at the INEL in operable
units, is consistent with the NCP. One of the stated purposes of the NCP (300.3 b) is to
provide for efficient, coordinated, and effective response to release of hazardous
substances. Section 300.430 of the NCP states that complex sites should generally be
addressed in operable units when early actions are necessary or appropriate to achieve
significant risk reduction quickly, when phased analysis and response is necessary or
appropriate given the size or complexity of the site, or to expedite the completion of the
total site cleanup. It is acknowledged that cumulative risks are generally not being
evaluated at this time, early into the implemcntatidn of the agreement. This is because of
the complexity of the INEL, the numerous sites that must be investigated, and the need to
address sites posing the greatest potential risk as soon as possible. The agencies
recognized that cumulative assessments should be done and scheduled comprehensive
investigations on both the individual WAG and the INEL-wide level. However, cumulative
risks can not be evaluated until adequate information concerning each individual site is
collected. The FFA/CO Action Plan includes the schedules for addressing each of the
operable units. This approach has been presented to the public for review and comment
during the comment period on the agreement before it was signed by the three agencies.

Comment: Commenters state that the cumulative consequences of contamination of each
subsequent no-action alternative should be included in the proposed plans for each OU.
This would allow the public to comprehend and track the cumulative risk of the clean-up
program as it progresses, thereby allowing the earliest detection of unacceptable risk. (T4~
25, W1-16, W5-12, W6-5, W6-6)

Response: It may be possible for several sites which do not pose an unacceptable risk on
their own to pose an unacceptable risk if evaluated on a cumulative basis. However, it
would depend upon the percentage of exposure from each site, the toxicological effects of
the various contaminants at the various sites and the exposure pathways at each site. For
example, it would not be reasonable to assume that a resident obtains the majority of his
drinking water from two different wells at two different locations at the same time.
Overall evaluations will be conducted at two different times at the INEL. First, each
WAG will have a final comprehensive risk assessment performed after all of the individual
sites have been investigated and the necessary information is available to do the overall
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evaluation. Second, a final INEL evaluation will be done after the individual WAG
evaluations are completed. The comprehensive INEL Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study will summarize risks to human health and the environment for the INEL. Data
collection and risk analysis performed at the individual OUs and WAGs will be used in
the WAG 10 comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study to characterize the
total risk posed by the INEL to human health and the environment. Additional information
concerntng related OUs is in Section 4 of the Record of Decision.
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IDARO FALLS, IDAHO, WONRDAY, JULY 20, 1992, 6:30 P.NM;

M8, GREEN:i I would like to walcoma
everyons to tonight’s mesting. We are glad you
ware abls to make it tonight, and we look
forward to a very productive meeting.

My name is Lisa Green. Tonight
1'11 be serving in a dual role. ¥irst, I°*11 be
acting as moderator for the mesting. As
moderator my task fs to help us move through the
agends in a timely manner and make sure that
sveryone who wishes to has an 9pportun1ty to
participate.

The other role I will be playiang
tonight 1s as the renedial project manager for
DOF-Idaho. As the remedial project manager,
1’11 be helping to answer your questions on the
project. 1I°l1 try to indicate especifically
those times when I'm acting in the DOE rele;
otherwise, I'll be in the moderator position.

Thers are several deslired cutcomes
for this meeting tonight. First is to gather
public comment on the No Action proposed plans
for the three projects that are on the agenda.

‘the proposed plans are projecte

Sun Nov 22 21:42:28 1992
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that ara at that stage where DOE, EFA and the
Etate have devslopad a tachnical recommendation
for how to proceed, and we’re taking comments
from the public before a final decistion is made
on how to proceed at a particular site.

Input received during the public
conment period of this meeting and written
comuants will be used by the asgenclies to
svaluate their recommendation and to come to &
final decision on each of the three sites.

The second desired cutcome is to
give you an opportunity to ask questions and
inform you about the details of these thres
proposed plans and how they fit into the broader
scope of DOE's cleanup activities at the INEL.

S0 basically we’re here to listen
to each othar tonight. Take & moment to look at
the agenda that you received when yon antered
the room tonight. As you can see, we have three
topics on tonight’'s agenda.

The first toplic of the proposed
plan iz the Paerched Water System at the Test
Reactor Area. Following the presentation on
that topic, we’'ll have & guestion and answer

gession to clarify any inforsation you may want

Sun Nov 22 21:42:48 1992
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1 to have explatined in greater detail,

2 After wa hava ansvered all your

3 questions, we then will take time to hear your

] verbal comments on the Perched Water Proposasd

5 Plan. Those wlll be comments for the official

6 record for that project.

7 After a short break, we'll move to
f the second part of tonight’s meeting and discuss
9 proposed plans for the Kotor Pool Pond at the
10 Central Facilities Area and the Chemical
11 Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliery Reactor Area.
12 Due to the similarity between these
13 two projects, the technical presentation and
14 questions and answers and the comment portion of
15 the mesting of theee two propoeed plans have
16 been combined. We did this in response to &

17 number of public commants we received requasting
18 that we try to combinae simllar toplcs when it’s
19 posslible.
20 At this time I would like to
21 introduce two individuals who 4are in the
22 audience. The first is Reuel Suith, who is the
23 INEL community relations plan coordinater. This
24 is also probably a good time to mention that the
a5 public comment pericd on DOE‘e Community
4
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Relations Plan has been extanded to ESepteaber 1,
1992. That plan establishes & Drocess to help
DPOE communicate environmental restoration
infoermation to the public and help the public
communicate back to DOE on those lssues.

§0 1if you have any issues related
to the Community Relations Plan in general, you
want to talk with Reue), he is your san. So you
have & couple hours here to corner him and ask
him questions.

The second person I would like to
introduce is Mike Coes. Kike, would you please
stand. MNike 1s with the XNEL public affairs
office. 8o If you have any questions or
comments that are ocutmide the ascope of these
thres propossd plang, you can see Mixe at the
brsak or following the mesting and he’'ll be
happy to talk with you about those other issuwee,

80 after sach of the two
presontations, guentions may elther bhe submitted
in writing using the note cards you found on
your chair when you came in tonight, or 1f you
prefer, you can uss the microphone, which will
be brought up front here. We use the nota carde

for a couple of reasons. First, the cards allow
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1 tho respondents a few seconds to think about the
2 questicns befors they respond. 8Second, some

3 mepnbers of the audience may not prefer to come
4 up and use the microphone,

L] After sach question and answer

6 parlod there will ba an opportunity for you to
7 provide comments on the proposed plan for agency
8 cansideration. This commant period is the

9 official comment period for putting verbal
10 commants in the record. Conmgents will be
11 evaluated for the final decision and any
12 responses t¢ those comments will be made
13 available.

14 How to make the comments? As I

15 mentioned earlier, one of the purposes of this
16 meeting is to give you an opportunity to make
17 your thoughts known to the agency. If you

18 choose not to do so at the meeting or if you

19 wish to submit additional comments in writing
20 aftar you'va given your verbal comments, the

21 addreas of where to acna written comments ie on
22 the back side of your agenda. If any of you
23 have brought prepared statemants hers which you
24 would like to have included in the meaeting
25 record and responded to in the Responsivenass

3
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Summary, you may read them during the verbal
comment segment of the meating or give them into
a tape recorder that we have set up in the back
of the room, or give your prepared statement, if
you have it written down, to Reusl Smith at the
back table and that conment will be incorporatad
inte the record.

A taps recorder is also avallable
for anyons who would like to aakes a verdal
comgient but would rather not do so in front of
an audience., In addition, you‘’ll find on the
back table there are comment forms in three
colors, one eolor for each of the thres
projects. You can £111 out a form tonight and
leave it with Reuel at the back table ¢or youw can
mall it in later.

Written and vearbal cosments are
given equal veight in consideration of the final
dacision and both are responded to in the
Responsiveness Summary.

Reuel, how many pecple have signed
up at this point to make verbal comments here
tonight?

MR. SMITH: It looks like on the

#ign up sheet we didn't have a column Lf they

Mon Nov 23 13:42:35 1992
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1 have prepared comments. We might just ask the

2 audisnce to get an indication of those that have
3 attended tonight.

4 M8. GREEN) We have one person.

5 AUDIENCE MEMBER: What do we

] comment on?

7 ME. GREEN: We haven't started the
8 specitic topics yet. Thesa are the general

9 ground rules for the meeting. You’ll have the
10 opportunity to comment on each of the three

11 projects later on.

12 Is there anybody hera who knovws
13 that they would like to make verbal commenta?
14 One, two, three, okay. If that's not the final
1s tally, you are able to change your mind anytine
16 befors the oral comment sagment for that project
17 that you’re interestad in.

18 In general, if thexrd is a heavy

19 requast for making comments, we will liait

20 comments to flve minutes for the verbal comment
21 session. The comment period for thede three

22 projects runs through August Sth, 19%2. 8o you
23 have until August Sth to provide your comnmenta
24 an each of those three frojects.

25 what happens %o your comments after

8
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1 you have made theam? After the comment period

2 has snded, DOE prepares & summarization of both
3 oral and written tomments that we’ve receivad

4 during the period. The three agencies than

5 respond to comments that are relevant to each

6 toplc in a document called the Responsivensss

7 Sumn&ry.

8 Again, verbal and written comments
9 are given equal consideration, and that
10 Responsiveness Summary bacomes part of the
11 Record of Descision for sach topic and {t wil]l be
12 sent to INEL information repositorlas and to

13 sveryons who has saigned the attendancs register
14 at the back table. Everyone who submits written
15 comments or provides an address will receive the
16 document.

17 We have a tourt reporter here

18 toniqh£ to transcribe the meeting. To help the
19 ¢ourt reporter, please everyone taks the few

20 monents that it takes to come to the microphone,
21 otherwise the court reporter may not capture

22 what you have to say for the record.

a3 Also each time you come to the

24 microphons, be sure to repeat your name. I

25 believe, Reusl, the name requiremant is

]
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1 associsted with your formal comments, right?

2 MR. SMITH: Yes.

k| NS. GREEN: If you’re juat comlang

4 up doring the gquestion and answer period, we

5 don’'t nesd your name.

6 Now, that I have rald ny piece

7 here, let me introduce the agency

0 repressntatives that are up here with me. To ay
9 far right is Dave Hovland with the Division of
10 Environmental Quality. He works for the State
11 of Idaho., And to my near right is Linda MNeyer,
12 who works for the EPA Reglon 10. Y will give
13 both of them an opportupity to make a few
14 opening remarks here. 1In the lnteraest of not
15 showing proper etiquette, Linda elected to apeak
16 after Dava.
17 MR. HOVLAND: As Lisa said, I'm
18 Dave Hovland, I'm the State’s INEL technical
19 managex, I work in Bolse, Idaho, I'm almsa the
20 WAG manager for the TRA, That‘s one of the
21 proposed plans that we’'re presenting tonight.
22 I would like to introduce a couple
23 of key State employeea, My countexpart in idaheo
24 Falls is Shawn Rosenberger standing over there.
5 Two of Shawn’s staff are going to

10
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1 be presenting information or representing the

2 State on the other two proposed plans. The

3 first one 1w Dave Fredexick. Dave is the CFA

4 manager. The other one is Tom Stoops. They

5 both work in Idaho Falls. Tom is the ARA

6 AANAGer.

7 I would like to say that the Etate
e supportes the threas proposed plans, and we very
] much encourage public comment on the plans.
10 After the public comment is completed, we will
11 svaluate and addresss all public comments and
12 prepare a Record of Declision for ali the three
13 sites that we’'re talking about tonight.,

14 M. MEYER: 1‘a Linda Meyer with
15 the Environmental Protection Agency. I'm also
16 the WAG manager for the Test Reactor Area.

17 Howard Blood, who 18 in the audience here, is
ls the project manager for ARA and CPFA.

19 Bagicaliy, I want to emphaslize two
20 important points th‘nt. pave made, and that is
21 that these decisfons ha#o not been made and your
22 participation and input is an important part in
23 our process. S0 we need your conments to help
24 us complete the decision process. §o0 please

25 voice your concerns, we’'re interested in your

11
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input.

K8. GREEN: Thank you. With that
introductory note, let’s move right intc the
presentation of the Perched Water System at the
Test Reactor Area. I*'1) turn things over to
Holan Jaensen, who is the DOE project manager for
the Perched Water Systanm,

MR. JENSEN: Now, with that long
introductson, I had plenty of time to get very
narvous. Again, like Lisa mentioned, we're
going to be talking sbout three different
projects at the IMEL tonight. Specifically
about the proposed plans. Thers sre coples on
the back table, they are all in the same packet.

But the th;ao projects that we're
going to be talking about tonight are the
Perched Watexr System at the Test Reactor Area,
the Motor Pool Fond at the Central Facilities
Area, and the Chemical ﬁvaporntion Pond at the
Auxiliary Arxea.

Let ne just guickly show a
photograph of each one. This ig the Tast
Reactor Area, and I°1l1 show you this photograph
again in a few minutes, but this is essentially

east, north and these are the Waste Water Ponda.

12
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This i the Warm Wastes Pond that we talked about
a yoar ago.

This is a photograph of the Motorx
Pocl Pond. That's this area right here at thes
Central Facilities Ares. This is a photograph
of the Auxiliary Reactor Arex, and this is the
Chemical Evaporatjion Pond right here, the
greenish area.

80 thosa are the three projacts
that we’re going to be talking about in very
general terms. The first thing I waant to do,
though, X think one of the hardest things there
is for us is getting this information in such a
concise manner s0 we can help you understand
what we‘re talking about and the reasons for the
recommendations. 8¢ what I'm golng to try to de
in the few minutes is just briefly go over the
process that we follow in coming to this
recommendation.

As you know, we’'reé doing this under
the Superfund Law, these cleanupa and
investigationa. Undexr the Superfund Law, when a
site In the United Statee is thought to pose a
potential risk to human‘hellth and the

snvironment, it is placed on the National

13
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Priorities List. The INEL was placad on the
National Prioritiea List at the end of 1965, in
December of 1§869. Once a site is placed on that
1iet, then under the law it is required that
investigaticn be done on those sites to find out
if they pose an unacceptable xisk.

That investigation process ie
called a remedial investigation, and those
investigations have besn done on each of the
three projects that we’ll talk about tonight.

The remedial investigation -- not
that the components are very difficult to
understand, it’s just when we do an
investigation wa ansawer a couple questions.
Rumber one, what kind of contaminants are qut
thare? And then a more key quqltion, what kind
of risk do they pose?

Once that investigation is done and
wa've svaluated the :1:#, then we go into your
decision making process on if something shounld
be cleaned np, and Lf so, how it should be
cleaned up. We call that the decision making
process. And the first part of that is as soon
as tha agencies c¢ome to a coneensus on the

recomnendations for a site then we come out for

14
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public commant to get the public’s view on
recommendationes and see if thers are concerns or
things that we need to take Inte consideration
when the final decision is mads.

Gnce the decision is reached, it is
documentad into a document called the Record of
Decision. Then once that Record of Decision is
reached, the decismion is implexented.

Let me just taka another couple
minutes and explain just a little bit more about
the remedial investigation proceds. As I sald
sarlier, there are two kay components of the
remadial 1nvolt1qatlon.‘ The firat one is
characterization, going out taking sanples,
finding out what is out there, what kind of
contaminants are there at the site., Then once
that is found out and it 1s determined what
lavel of contamination some hypothetical person
c¢ould he exposed to, thaen a risk assessment is
done, calculations are done with those
concentzations and that is used to deternins
what risk is posed by that asite.

S0 in & nutshell, that’s the
general procesas that we're talking about here

tonight and has been done for sach of thesa

15
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1 sites.

2 N¥ow, just to give a quick overview
3 on what is considered to be an acceptable riak,
4 This whols process is defined in what is callaed
5 the Mational Contingency Plan. That is the

6 regulation plan, the Coda of Faderal Regulation
7 that implements the Superfund Law. 1In the

8 National Contingency Plan there is a risk range
9 that is definad.

10 The first one that I'1ll talk abkout
11 is for a potentlal cancer-causing chemical or
12 contaminant. What the Naticanal Ceontingency Plan
13 states (s that {f a riak is found to bhe 1in

14 excass of this risk range, which ls one

15 potential incident of cancer in 10,000 to one In
16 one million, 1f it's above that range it is

17 consldered to be unacceptable. If it's within
18 that range or below it, it‘s considered to be
19 acceptable. That’s for carcinogenic risk.

20 For non-carcinogenic risks, for

21 toxic-type risks that is something like, for

22 example, a contaminant may cause scmeé health

23 effect like high blood pressure, rashes or some
it organ dawages like liver or kidney damage or

25 gomething like that, then there Le a valuse

16
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called & haxard index that is established. What
that says i# that i1f we’re less than one then
there is clearly no unacceptable risk posed, and
one point to make on this, 1f it’s alsc lese
than one that considers sensitive populations,
1ike jnfants. 80 if we're less than one, wa're
vary comfortable that there ls no unacceptable
risk at the site. Above onu, then ve nead to
start looking at the risk and determining Lf the
¢leanup is necessary.

Also ons thing that somecne
mentioned that I should point out here, on the
carcinogenic risk, just for a refsrence point,
and that 1s the national average for incidence
of cancer $s up in this range, up in here
somevhere,

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What is the
meaning of that "one"? Is that one death per
USA or one daath pex year?

¥MR. JENSEN: Thle one?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes. What is the
units on that?

MR. GORDON: That’'s a hazard index.
1‘m Joa Cordon from Dames & Moore. The one

means that the value that wae calculated out at

17
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1 the site is conpared to what is regardad by EPA
2 and other internationally recognized coamittess
3 as the threahold value, and thosa two values are
4 compared and if their ratio is one, then that

L] neans they are squivalent.

6 N8. GREEN: 8o there is no unit on
7 1e%

8 MR. GORDON: Right, it‘’s a unitless
9 quotisnt.
10 AUDIENCE NEMBER: That means one
11 possibility of an adverss elffect for how many
12 people?
13 MR. GORDONt No, this is for
14 non-carcinogenic toxic effects, &o the "one"
15 means that the two values were equilvalent,
16 because they are divided by each other.
17 AUDIENCE NEMBER: It doesn’'t tell
le uws anything asbout risk, In cotherx words?
19 MR. GORDON: Ko
20 AUDIERCE MEMBER: Thank you.
21 MR. JENSEN:t Okay. That was a very
22 gquick overview of the process that we go through
23 to determine if a aite posaes an unacceptable
4 risk. So maybe since we had one guestion, 1f
25 thera are any other guick ovnes before we go on

18
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1 just on the processes that we're following.

2 AUDIEKCE MEMBER: Where is the

3 uncertainty calculation for the hazard index in
4 your displays of the hazard index?

s MR. GORDON:1 Is the quesation whers
[ is the uncertainty in the hazard index?

7 AUDIENCE MENBER) Where is it

a treated i{a your presentation of the haszard

9 index? Is the one ratio Wwith the uncextainty
10 incorporated in the calculation?
11 NR. GORDON: Yes.
12 AUDIENCE NEMBER: A quastjon of
13 format. It seems to be a legalese term to say,
14 “No unacceptable risk.” Can‘t you Just say. "An
15 acceptable risk?" I find that in the reports on
16 all three of these you come up with the double
17 negative, which I find confusing to many of the
e people.

19 MR. JENSEK: Good point. That’'s
a0 just the way it‘s been done.
21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: It 1s most likely
22 an REFA term.
23 MR. JEKSEN: 1 don't know if I can
24 blame that on EPA or not, I reslly don't.
25 That’'s the way we’'ve dahe it, and that’s the
19
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megsage we’'rs trying to get across Ls that we
didn’t find a risk to be unacceptable.

What I‘m going to do now is spend a
couple minutes talking about -- oh, wait, 1
wasn't done.

Now I want to explain for a minute
how this sgreement is set up between the
mgencies. We are doing these ilaveatigations
under what is called the Federal Facility
Agreenent and Consent Order. It‘s an agresment
between the Department of Energy, the Idaho
Department of Health and Welfare and the
Environmantal Protection Agency.

The way this agreement was sst up,
since the INEL is a large complex with several
different facilities and a lot of different
thinge to look at, the Natlional Contingency Plan
talks about dividing large complex sitesa iato
what ix known Aas operable units. So you can
look at it In & bite size way of looking at lt,
I guass.

80 what was established -- and I
don‘t know if you noticed, but when people were
introduced, they were introduced as WAG

managars., Well, that stande for Waste Area
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Group, and the IMNEL bll.bl.ﬂ divided into ten
Waste Area Groups. Nine of them are essentially
the different facilities out at the INBL. The
WAG 10, Waste Area Group 10 is, I guess it kind
of £111s in all but the holes In the Swiss
cheese, it is averything alse, the miscellansous
altes, and it‘s alsoc a key part ¢f the Waste
Aresa Group 10. That’s when a final sevaluation
will be done on the Snake River Plain Aquifer
for the entire IKEL.

once the Waste Area Groups were
established ~- still that's a iot of dffferent
things to lock at in each one of those Wasta
Area Groups, 50 the ¥Waste Area Groups ware then
further divided into what wae’'re calling operable
units. Just to show you the three oparable
units that we are talking about tonight are
these, ¥Waste Area Group 2 is the Test Reactor
Area and so forth.

fo what happens then as we go
through this procese? We look at individual
contaminants sites, Three of those we will be
talking about tonight. Then after we look at
each of the smaller units, then there will ke an

avaluation done, a comxprehensive evaluation done

21
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at saach of the Waste Area Groups. Then once the
evaluation is dona at sach of the Waste Area
Groups, that then is rolled up into this
compraohansive WAG 10 remedlal investigation,
which will be done focusing on the Snake River
Plain Aquifer and looking at cumulative affects.

80 I guess the 1dia here is that we
are «- you have to lcokx at all the little piscas
in order to bs able to zoll them up and look at
the cumulative impacts.

Now on toe the Test Reactor Area.
The first ona we’re going to talk about tonight
im tha Perched Water System at the Test Reactar
Arem. 1It's Operable Unit 2-12. Specifically,
what this investigation was focused on was
looking at the perched groundwater bensath the
Test Reactor Ares -- and I‘ll talk about that in
a minute == in finding out what the effects of
that perched water is on the aguifer. Doss that
perched water pose & risk on the agquifer that is
unacceptable?

Here is another photograph of the
wast Reactor Area. What happans 1is, as I
pointed ocut earlier, there is a serles of

wastewater ponds to each side of the Test
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Reactor Area. This is the Warm ¥Waste Pond
again, this is the Cold Waste Pond xight here,
we’ll be talking about that in a fow minutes.
But as wastewater comes out of the facilities at
the Test Reactor Area, it is placed into these
ponds. This Ls the sevwage right herxe, water
that comes out of the sewvage treatment plant.
But as wastawater ls put into these ponds, it
seeps Into the subsurface. As it goes down it
encounters layers Ln the subsurface, layers of
sediment that are relatively i(spermeable. The
water dossn’t pass through them as quickly as it
does the other layers.

go what happens 1s it encounters
these layers, it slows the water snough so it
perches or it mounds over those layers. And
under each of these ponde thers are two general
perched water bodies, under each of the
individual ponds at about 50 feet there ls a
small body of parched water that forms. Then as
it seeps through that cne at about 150 feet
there is another layer of relatively impermeable
sedimanta that slows it, so Lt creates thin
larger perched water bedy at about 150 feet and

then the top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer is
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about 4B0 feet in the area of the Test Reactor

Aresa.

So sssentieally what we'xre talking
about is do these two bodies of water, as they
seap through the subsurfacs un& reach the
agquifer, is that going to cause a problem?

This 1s the larger body. Again, an
I mentioned, each of the ponds has a smaller
body of perched water beneath fit, if there is
woter going into the pond, but then they reached
that lower 150 foot level and this is the
outline, approximate outline, ¢f that deep
perched water body.

Thess little black dots all over
this photograph show the monitoring wells that
are installed. They are installed at diffexent
depths. Soms of them go to the aquifer, soma of
them go down to the deep perchéad water, some to
the shallow. But this is basically whesre we got
the information to do this investigation risk
assssament.

Again, the questions that we're
answering with this investigation are: What is
out there? And this photograph, again, kind of

shows this {s whers we got the informaticn to
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find out what iz ocut there. Now we need to
answer the guestion: Okay, now w; know it's
there, how bad is it? What I'm going to do now
is tnrn the time ovar to Joo Gordon from Dames &
Moore who conducted the risk assessment
calculationa for this projact. Joa.

MR. GORDONt Thank you, Nolan.
This diagram is suppossd to be 8 reprasantation
of the risk assessssnt process. Tha first step
in the risk assessmant is to evaluate the data
and identify which contaminants aight be a
concern at the site, and then this data is
applied essentlially in two parallel pathways
here. One is to look at the toxicity of the
contaminantse, both from a ¢arcinogenic and
non-carcinogenic standpoint, then to perfora an
exposures assessment, which lnvolvas how the
water and contaminants move through the soil,
and then the Intake by humans and ecological
receptors. Then those two parallel paths are
pulled together at the end during the risk
characterization where you combine the total
intake with the dose response.

Tha data that was obtained during

the zite characterization is screaned down to
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identify those contaminants, which are thought
to contribute to more than one percent of the
risk at the site. So that way we can foc¢us the
risk assessment on those contaminants that
really are going to drive the risk. The
contaminonts that are shaded in here are the
ones that turned out to dominate the risk.

Then in the exposure assssspmant, wa
developsd an exposure scenario in which we have
a2 hypothstical on-site resident farmer who goes
out and lives out at the Test Reactor Area,
installs a well directly below thae Parched Water
gystem in the Snake River Plain Aquifer,
irrigates his crops, feeds his livestock, eats
the crops, livestock, and consumes all his water
from that well.

In addition, we evaluatad
non-human ecological receptors, W¥e have looked
at vegetation. W¥e svaluated vegetation by
looking at the uptaka of groundwater. We looked
at herbivores through tﬁo consuaption of
groundwater, direct contact with soll and
ingestion of groundwater. Then we looked at
carnivores through &ll the same pathways with

the addition of ingestion of animals out at the

26
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2 To do this we constructed a

3 groundwater model. The purpose of the

4 groundwatsr model was to predict the flow af

5 contaminants and water fron the Pexchad Water

6 System to the Snake River Plain Aquifer over

7 time. One of the findings of the groundwater

] modeling exercise was that the deep perched

9 water body wounld completely disappsar within
10 seven ysars of the shutdown of the Cold Waste
11 Pond.
12 8o the bottom line here was that
13 the risks of carcinogenic contaminants out at
14 the site 125 ysars in the futuré werse ona 1in 179
15 million, which you see is well intc the

16 acceptable range. In addition EPA, in their

17 evaluation of the risk assessment, calculated
18 when would a hypothetical resident be able to
19 1ive out there and recelve an acceptable risk?
40 And we calculated that could be in the year

21 2000, which we show is ten years there.

12 The hazardes were also calculated
23 and alsc found to be in the acceptable range for
24 both the ten and 125 years scenarios.
25 o in sumatary, thera currently are
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no risks from perchad water ont at the sita
sincae the site is restricted. And for an
on~site resident farmer llvinqnnt the ;Ltc, the
risk would fall within the accoptahlairanqe
within ten years.

80 I guese with that I*ll turn it
back over to Rolan.

MR. JENSEN: Just in summary hexre,
based upon the results of the investigation, the
contaminants that were found to be there and the
concentrations that were found to be thers and
the results of the risk assessment, it was
determined that this site -- can I say poses an
acceptable risk?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would hope 80.
Thank you.

MR. JENSEN: However, given the
fact that this is based on a computer model and
concentrations that are predicted by that model,
we're going to go ahead apd monitor that aeystenm
to make sure that the pradictions that wa made
with that modeling effort are accurate.

So what this says is we're not
planning on going out and doing cleanup, we

would recommend that that not be done; however,
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Sun Nov 22 21:52:42 1992

Page 28



2 B e ot W e

10
11
12
13
14
13
16
17
18
19
20
21
a2
i3
24

a5

wa would recommend that this monitoaring be done
and that a periodic reviaw, which would be
conducted by the agencies, meaning the
Environmental Protection Agency and the Idaho
Department of Health and Welfare, that that
would be done periocdically just to assura that
the assumptions are correct, that the
predictions we made are corxect and that the
reconnendation that we smade is cortcét.

S0 with that, I will turn the time
back to Lisa to moderate the question and answer
peried.

MS. GREEN: Before we ¢o on to
general questions and answers on the TRA Perched
Water, are there any specific questions on this
presentation while we have Nolan under the
spotlight here that you might want to agk hin
specifically?

With that, we'll open it up to the
general question and answer ssssion on the TRA
Perched Water FProject.

Please pass your note cardes to the
end of the aisle so that Reusl and Erik SBimpson
can collect them. 1If you have additional note

carda that you want collected during the

29
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session, please raiss your hand, We’ll begin
with the note cards to get things rolling here,
then the respondent will read the guestion out
loud and after reading the card, i1f thexe is
some clarification required of the questions, ha
or she will ask for clarification,

If the panel’'s answer to a question
way lead to another question which you would
1ike to ask, fesl fres to follow up questions
either at the microphone or using another note
card, whichever you prefer. For those of you
who do come to the microphone, cut of falrness
to the panelists and everybody else here, if you
would please ask one question at a time #o wa
¢can be sure that all your questions are
anewered. We’ll take the first question.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Blan Holman from

Pocatello. I have & questicn on page A-7 of the

TRA plan here, thers are some mnean concentrations.

fn strontium-90 it appsars to be a little
different because at thQ aguifer mean
concentration in 1950 {t‘s .001%, then the
predicted aguifer concentrations for 125 vears
i .29. I was just wondering why that Ls. Is

gtrontium special? Are the numbers mixed up or

30
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what iz the maximum concentrations of strontius

between the two ranges or is {t ever greatsr

‘than +292

KR. JENSEN: Thiw is Peter Binton.
He was the one that did the compunter modeling
work. Rather than say something incorrect, I
will let him take the time.

MR. SINTON:1 Strontiua is not
special. It actually peaks at an sarlier year.
It cones up to a higher value than you ses, but
there is a higher value in between. I don‘t
know exactly where it endsx up but that is pretty
closa to what 1t 1s.

AUDIENCE NEMBER: 1Is that --

MR. HINTON3; Not necessarily, it’s
not much higher than that. XYt's not significantly
higher than that.

AUDIENCE NEMBER: 1It‘s on the
downswing now.

MR. BINTON: Yes.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a
question,

MS. GREEN: Is this for the riek
agsessor while he’'s up here?

AUDIERCE MEMBER: Yes. Can you

31
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explain why it would increase at all from its
present value?t

MR, SINTONM: It incrsases because
it*s absorbed in the msediments beneath the Warm
Waste Pond, and it moves a little bit slower
than some of the other contaminants like
chromium or tritium, and so it does come through
at a later time since f{t‘s moving slower.
That’'s why it is predicted to come up a little
bit later on.

AUDIENCE KEMBER: I sea. Then
whare is the measuring point in this aquifer?
It must be well downstream from whers the
downtlow -~ from whera it's entering thea.

MR, BINTON: Actually, it's not.
It’'s wvery close actnally to where the Warm Waste
Pond is. I beliave that would probably be the
concentration that is indicative of several of
the walls that are right below the Warm Waste
Pond.

MR. GORDON: One clarification
point 1s that these are prodicﬁad values, these
are not measured values, so this is a predicted

concaentration directly below the Perched Water

Byaten.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Does that value
take into account the decay factor for
strontiam?

MR. BIRTOK: It takes into account
the decay in the water.

AUDIENCE NEKBERI ¥Why does the
strontiua move slower?

MR. SINTON: Strontlum moves
slower becauss atoms have charactaristics,
specific characteristics, #0 when they come into
contact with soll, sach of thes bahaves slightly
differently, Strontium-390 in this case moves
slower than tritium.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Because it’s
absorbed in s0il?

MR, BINTOH: Yes,

M3. GREEN: The a&ditional answer
was becausae it absorbes in sofl. We neaed to try
to use the microphone, please, Lf you don’t have
s loud voice, or uae a note card.

AUDIENCE NENBER: The reason I
asked that is on page A-6, the second column,
sscond paragraph, you define aean values. The
question gets back to: Over what area was the

agquifer value of mean concentrations determined?

3
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MR. BINTON: At the black dots that
you saw on the one slide, all of the wells that
are shown on here, thass black dots, scome oOf
thex are in the deep parched zones, some are in
the Snake River Plain Aquifer. None of thess
walls are in the shallow perched zones, which
Nolan talked about that little hubbla. These
axe all sither in this blgger potato-shaped
thing or down in the Snake River Flain Aquifer.
Thess wells wers the ones that were used te
determine or to estimate the mean aquifar
concentrations. Some of thea do not have any
detect valuaes, iike for americium, thexre is no
detect in the Snake River Plain Aquifer. 8o
thare is really no measurable amount of
americium down thera.

Do you have anything you want to
addar?

MR. QORDON: HNo, the only thing I
would add is that it’'s basically -~ you‘re
asking about the Snake River Plain Aquifer? The
threu wells at the top, I believe, are the ones
that are in the Enake River Plain Aquifer, which
were not used as part of that mean. Those are

upgradient wells, these thres right herxe.

v
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M8. GREEN: Any other guestions?

AUDIERCE MEMBER: Are you estill
modaeling the flow in the aquifer as though it
were homogeneous flow, or 1im that a flow in a
homogeneous medium as opposed to piping and
channeling?

MR. BINATON: The flow in the
aguifer was not -~ well, it was considered in
the model, but not considered as a key focus 1in
the model. That is, we looked at modeling
concentrations from the ponds down to the Snake
River Plain Aquifer, s8¢ we didn’'t look at
transport away, 1f you will. The answer is Yyes
it was homogenecus, but it wasn’‘t the focus of
the model.

M&. GREEN: That was becaude the
risk was assessed at the point directly beneath.
It wasn’'t assessed down gradiaent, so that
wouldn’'t be a factor in the risk assssament.

That was my DOE hat, by the way.

Any other guestions? RNote cards,
Reuel?

MR. BNITH: I don’'t have any caxds.
Petar, I just wanted to say would you like to

join the table up here,
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MR. SINTON:1 Bure.

AULDIENCR MEMBER: This guestion is
for the State. We’re told that monitoring of
the Perched Water System and Snake River Plain
Aquifer as well as periodic reviews will be
conducted by EPA and idahc Department of Health
and Welfare, and detalls for development of the
proposed monitoring plan and criteria for
termination ¢f the reviews will ke ocutlined in
the Record of Declsion.

At & brlefing in Paocatello, which
was not attended by either one of the regulatory
aganciss, we did ask that that plan be avallable
before the Record of Decision, and the Etate of
Idaho’s representative said that an attempt
would be mads to have that plan available this
evening. Is it available?

MR. HOVLAND: Could you let me know
who that was?

AUDIENCE NEMBER: It was Dean

Nygard.

MR. HOVLAND: I wasn’t at tha
meating.

AUDIENCE MENBER: We had a spoaker
phone.
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MR. HOVLAKD: I can tell you that
we're vworking towards developing a plan right
now and we’re going to be meeting with EPA and
DOE and various consultants to devalop all the
parameters and all the details of that plan.

0 I can tell you we are developing
it. The actual plan is not doe until 21 days
after the Record of Decision is signed as per
the agreament, but we are daveloping it through
time.

AUDIENCE NEMBER: Well, ay
understanding from the Pocatello briefing was
that the peopls attending the briefing, at
least, had beln-uunurod by the State of Idaho
that the monitoring plan would be available
before the end of the public comment period.
Thank you.

MR. HOVLAND: You had mentioned
basjically that it would be available tonlght,
which is something that I‘m not aware otf.

AUDIENCE MENBER: But therse fs a
difference between tonight and 21 days after the
Record of Decision.

MR. JENBEN: Do you want me to add

a little to that?

a7
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N8. GREEN: Nolan was on the
telephone end of that technical briefing.

MR. JENSEX: I don’t remember the
exact promimses. I d¢ know we talked about the
fagt that it will be dope by the Record of
pecision. And I guess one of the things that La»
considersd here, until we get comfortable, scme
comfort that this is, you know, the right
recommendation, we’'Ire not gelng to go clear Iante
the development of that thing.

But basically what we have done,
and today, in fact, Dave and Linda today have
spent acme time with Petar on talking about what
quepstions that monitoring should answer, which
walls. ¥e have come up with a recommendation
that there are about ten of these wells that
probably should be monitored.

Anbthex questicn hera, by the way,
is what periodic monitoring at TRA perched water
neans, does that mean once & year, once a decade
or what? What is going on there is, I guass,
the first question Iis every once in a while or
routinely under another law, RCRA monitoring 1w
done on a guarterly basis, every three months.

Petar, in fact, did soma statistical looking at
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how often that does need to be done. Doss it
make a difference if you do it quarterly or
bi-annnally?

80 vwhat we’re doing right now is
discussing what is the right fregquency? How
often should these reviews be done? The
Mational Contingency Flan also talks about filve
year reviews, at least every five years, so that
would be the minimum. One of the things that
nesds to done during that review is not only
just monitoring the water, but like we said,
we’‘re planting on the TRA Warm Waste FPond being
gone next year. They are ropl;cing it with a
new lined pond., 8¢ one of the first things that
needs to be done is cone back in, say, a year or
two, and loock and make sure that that pond is
gone and evaluate that. 8o there is more than
just tha aquifer that needs to be looked at.

Did that give you an idea?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, I guess I
sti1] don’t know when the monitoring plan will
ba available to the public. And mayba the
answer is the monitoring plan will not be
available.

MR. JENSEN: Dave and Linda talked

39
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about that we need to have that falrly well
establishaed by the time the Record of Decision
4g out, Whether the actual plan will be cut by
then, I don’t know, We really haven’'t got that
far.

MR. HOVLAND: I can tell you that
111 certainly talk to Dean to see what his
intent was in his discussion with you on the
call. If you can leave me & phone number so I
can get back to you. pasically, this week we’re
going to be out at public meetings all week so
I¢11 be able to call you next wesk at the
sarlient.

AUDIEXCE MEMBER: If I may, to
follow up on Beatrice’s comment. The very title
of the paper that you sent ocut in the mall to us
is the proposed plana for monitoring the Perched
Water System at the Test Reactor Arsea.

Eo I can understand why there ie a
lot of interest in what this plan will be. But
that will not be part of any discusgsion as I
understand 1t with the public. That’'s the
impression I‘m getting tonight.

MS. GREEN: If I can put on my DOE

hat again, At this point in time that’s
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correct. I guess there is always room for
public comment on the project regarding the
avallability of that plan for public raview.
I‘'m not exactly sure how it would fit into a
legal process.

MR. HOVLAND: As I nentioned
before, the scops of work for a monitoring plan
is due 21 days after the ROD is sighed. And
1ike Linda and Nolan have mentioned, we‘re
basically putting together that plan now and
evaluating different options for the type of
monitoring, the type of contaminants that would
be appropriate, but Lt is a key part of this and
wo're developing it right now.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What groups
currently monitor this area? ¥hat constituents
do they moniter for it, and what periods does
this monitoring occur at?

MS. GRIEN: Nolan, can you address
that?

MR. JENSEN: You should have just
told us. You probably know better than anyone,

Basically, the agquifer is monitored
by several Lndividuals. EGLG 1s monltoring at

the Test Reactor Area from the standpoint of are
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1 the drinking water wells producing clean watex.
2 That is done under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
3 As most of you are aware, I thiak, the

4 U¥.5. Geologlical Survey does an independent

.1 monitoring of wells all over the IREL. And TRA
5 is one of the areas that they are looking at

7 right now, as well as going back and looking at
[ ] some of the old monitor wells and making sure

9 that the wells are still adequate monitoring
10 devices and things like that,

11 80 the UBGS is doing it, and then
12 the stats INEL Oversight office is doing
13 monitering out at the IREL. §0 therse are
14 severa)l groups who do monitoring especially of
15 the aquifer in general. But thia aonitoring

16 would be specific to answering the guestions of:
17 Is this decision or recommendation that we're
18 making, were the assumptions correct? Were the
1% predictions correct? And we may use data from
20 that other monitoring to answer that question.
21 AUDIENCE KENBER: To be a little
22 more specific, the majority of the wealls
23 conpleted In the perched water, in the deep
24 perched water are sanpled elther semi-annually
15 or quarterly, and a small fraction of them

42
Sun Nov 22 21:59:23 1992

Page 42



o W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
1%
20
21
22
23
24

25

annually, and the wells pictured -- ths dots
1llustrated that are in the aguifer, they are
either monitored semi-annually ¢r guarterly or
for some wellas oh a monthly basis. 60 all
wells, generally sll the dots f{llustrated are
¢urrently part of the nonttoriﬁg programs, which
do leck for tritium and which do look for
chromium and slso do look for strentium-90. 8o

it Ls being monitorad. Like the USGS monltoring

that there is really no end in sight for the

monitoring program.

MR. JEKS8EN: One of the things ws
pight consider is to just usse that UBGS data.
If we look at that data, and we believe that
that is adsguate data for our purposes, then
maybe we would work out some syitea whera the
USGS would make sure that they get the samples
that we need when they do their monitoring or

something like that.

put first of all, we have to decide
what we think is right to do and then we’ll lock
at the beet way to implement that. USGS could
be part of that implementation.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Where are the

State’s samples analyzed?
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MR, HOVLAND: Are you refsrring to
the Overaight monltoring?

AUDIENCE NEMBER: I presume the
gentleman here, Nr. Jensen, alluded to the fact
that the Btate was getting samples.

MR. HOVLAND: That's right, 1I‘1ll
let Plint anawer that., Flint is part of the
INEL Oversight Group, which is a different State
group than the group than 1’m in, the Division
of Eavironmental Quality.

NR. HALL: The monitoriag that he’s
referring to is a couple of what you might call
one-time shots, which might lead inte -- based
on what our sampling showad, aiqht lead into
soma longer term investigations. The analysos
for radionuclides that we will bea conducting
from semples I'm currently preparing myself,
thosa analyses will be done at Idaho 5tate
University’s radioclogical lab and chemical
analyses wil)l be dons at the State lab.

MS. GREEN: Any other gquestions?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is that Idaho
State Lab in being or is that belng proposed?

MR, HALL: VThe plan Ls an

investigation at first and it is composing the
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‘profect plan., There is a pravidus sampling of

last fall in which I perscnally sampled
production wells and mampled them for _saveral
constituents, tritium as wall as volatile
organics. And the inorganic parametaers, I
conducted that sampling again last fall, and
that involved a production well at TRA, which ie
completed in the aquifer. And the sampling plan
for this fall ia still plnnn-d; It hasn't
occurred yet, but it is a project that I‘m
working into more of a packground investigation,
not just looking specifically at those wells,
just to sae what valunes are therse rather than
looking at those wells to come up with a
qualitative decision, qualitative look st how
that perched watar affects the groundwater and
how it affects, specifically, the majority of
the wells pictured on this diagram that are in
the aquitfer.

AUDIENCE NEMBER: That doesn’t
answer my question, though. Suppose a persdon
dravs a water samnple tomorrow and takes it down
to the University, can you analyze 1t within a
weaek?

NR. HALL: Well, it depends on how
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many ssmples he’s working on. He can take a
tritium sample, and for one individual tritium
sanple it would take nesarly a 34-hour period to
analyze.

AUDIENCE MENBER: Fine, but the
laboratory is in bclng,.on line, working?

MR. HALL: It's working.

MR. HOVLAND: 1 might add that any
State sampling at the INEL goes through a very
detailed QA/QC review by an internal committee.
The internal committes has representatives from
the Stats lab and various programs ¢f the State.

Bastcally, we do that becauss not
only do we want to make sure that the quality
assurance project plans are appropriate for the
type of sampling that the State is doing out
there, but we also want to mak; sure -- and we
do periodic reviews of laboratories for the
intended analytical work that Fiint is talking
abeut. So basically it‘m a program that ansures
that the data guality objectivesd are belng met
under the proposed sampling plans.

AUDIENCE MEKMBER: I guess my
question still comes back to the hardware, and

not to committee work.
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MR. HALL: Yes, the lal at tha
University of Idaho does wxist and has bean in
operation and has proven itself to bs very
reliable. And additicnally the people involved
in running that lab are «- hadn’t realized until
recently how well thought of in the scientific
community they ara. 80 it 1ls an established
lab., It is a lab that has been in operation for
several years, and it is a lad that has been
shown to produce very good rasults.

¥S. GREEN: Any othsr questions?

AUDIENCE MENBER: Do you mean Idaho
State University?

KR. HALL: -Ytl. he just corrected
me. It’s Idaho State University. I get
confused since I have besen at both of U of I and
Idaho State for aeducatfion. I mix them all
together. But yes, Dr. Bern Graham of the
College of Pharmacy is at Idaho 3tate
University. And they alsc produce a periocdic
report that is sent to the State to detail their
monitoring and thelr work and their quality
assurance,

MR, JENSEN: I have a gquestiocon on a

card, and that question is: How much did the
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Remedial Investigation cost as a rough estimate?

A little over a million dollars.

If we included DOE and the State and XPA, totzl,
a millior and a half, something like that.

M5. GREEN: Does that include,
Nolian, the work sampling dons under COCA or is
that since the FIA/CO was signed?

MR. JENSEN: That's from our cost
account with EG&G over the last year and & half.
S0 if you consider the svaluation of the
sampling done before that, who knows, maybe two
million, something like that.

N8. GREEN: Lois has been on this
projeact for a ¢ouple Yeara. Lels VanDeusen
works for EGLG., Do you have & better feel for a
total project cost?

M5. VANDEUSENK: I think Nolen is
right, there was about $800,000 spent before and
he‘s right on the numbers.

MS. GREEN: Thnnk‘you, Lols.

Any other questions before we beqgin
the official comment period here?

AUDIENCE MEKBER: I have a quastion
on the table. I was curious about chroaium,

that is, under the table it indlcates the

18

Sun Nov 22 22:01:56 1992

Page 48



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
1@
19
20
a1
22
23
4
a3

-dui!-:.

Can you guys hear me?

M8. GREEN: Could you please come
up to the microphone so sverybody can hear.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I just had a
question on the table A-7. Chromium is listed
an exceeding the drinking water standards under
the aquifer in 1990, and we just had reports
adbout how frequently the aguifer is studied, and
to get on to ay question which was: What are
the numbers that are coming out of thera, not
out of the model, but out of the recent
laboratory studiss, perhaps at ISU they ars
coming out quarterly, what is the most recent
sample that indicates the aquifer concentration
of chromium st this polnt, and not mean, but
peak, ond then did that reconcilae appropriately
with the model? It's two years old In the
program.

MR. SINTCN: It sounds like thaere
is more than one quaestion here.

AUDIENCE KEMPER: Pirst of all, 1is
there any data avallable at this point about
what, as this gentleman rajsed about the

frequency of the studies and lab analyses that
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are turned in on chromiuwm, are we talking about
in 1990? I guess I was curicus as to what the
rasults are now, the mcat recent quarterly
reports on chromium. What it peaked at and did
that reconcile with the model in guestion?

MR. BINTON: I can’t speak to
concentrations right now. 1 haven’'t seen any
reacent data.

KS. GREEN: You developed -~
correct me Lf I‘m wrong, I'm putting my DOE hat
on again here -- you developad -- or inputa to
the model based on historical data up to that
date; {s that correct?

AUDIENCE MENBER: Up to 19307

MR. SINTON: That’'s correct, up to
1990.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What good im it
to get this data quarterly 1f they are not
available now and how are they getting fed back
into your model te recencilae appropriately? TFor
all we know here today, the model needs to be
upgraded today to reflect the agquifer
concentration, for example, ehromium, which
already exceoeds the drinking water standards by

46 micrograms per liter in 1950.
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MR. SINTON: One way to answear that
iss Well USGE-65, which has besen a well that
has been quite indfcative of concentrations in
the shallowast part of the Snake River Plain
Aquifer, the concentrations of chromium and
tritium have besn decreasing steadily and that’'s
a statistically significant decreasing trend.
That trend is independent of any model or
simulated decrease. And I can’t speak for
prasant day, but the model predicts the same
sort of decrease with time and at the same oxder
of magaitude in the same range, and so without
knowing what the dats is for 1992, I would say
it's probably predicting that decrease that I
would expect to see right now.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: VWould you say
then that given the fact that you reportad that
all of those concentrations, liXxe the chromium,
for exampls, and tritium decreased {n
concentraticns since 19#0, perhaps you’'re aware
I have all the chemical constituents listed
which daecreased or, for example, are some of
then increased since 1990, ngd‘dld it reconclile
with the model?

MR. SINTON: I‘m trying to break
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this down intoc subparts. One of the
contaminantes ¢f concern predicted by the model
was csdmium. We don’t have & complete
historical record on cadmium concentrations in
the aquifer. It is one of the contaminants that
increases over time, then dscreases later on,
bacause as liks strontium-50, it moves slower
than some of the other contasinante. 8o at thils
peint the model doesn‘t nacessarily raconcila
historically with that particulear contaminant of
concern. We don‘t have & coaplete record for
it, but for tritium and chromium, which are two
very good indifcators of how rapidly contaminants
move in the environment and glve us some wmeasurse
of certainty, we have good agreemant with the
modsl and the obmarved values.

Does that answer your guestion?

AUDIENCE KENBER: I think BO.
Thank you.

MS. GREEN: We had another hand
over in this side of the room.

AUDIENCE MENBER: This gentleman’'s
question brings up another one to any aind, I'm
wondering since the chronfum in the daep perchad

zone is responsible for contaminating the
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aquifer, how can the agquifer concentraticen be
higher than the deep pesrched zone on this table?
I'm comparing page A-7, b and ¢, so
with dilution, which you have on -~ this 6,000
foot front of water moving past the wells should
provide dilution and the mean aquifer should ba
lower than the desp psrched mean concentrations.
MR. BINTOR: For chromium, most of
the chromium discharge cccurred in the early --
I don't remember the ox;ct time psriods for
chromium discharge, but it was discontinued a
number of years back, I belfeve in 1972, but I'm
not sure. This is the reason that the
concentration in the deep perchad zone is
smaller than that in the aquifer. The chromium
1s moving through as a front or a slug, if you
will, and in the aquifer the highest
concentration has actually already gone past and
is now decreasing, but it‘s still higher than
what is in the deep perched zone. Eo the
chromium that is mobile hll‘no§od through the
deep perched zone in the
aguifar and {s now dissipating in the aquifer.
Wwas that clear?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Physically I
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can’t visualize 1it.

AUDIERCE MEMBER: -Peter, you might
want to mention it's belng diluted by the Cold
Waate Pond, which is free of chromium. In other
words, that water is moving to the Perched Water
Bystem.

MR. BINTON: That is another aspsct
cof it. The Cold Waste Pond, which does not have
chromium in 1it, that particular water does not
have chromfum in it. The chromium in the deep
perched zone is being dilutad by the discharge
to the Cold Waste Pond and has been since 1380.
So that’s anothexr rsason why that concesntration
is smaller than that fa the aquifer.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any other
questions before we take oral public comment?

Nolan has a card with three
questiona on 1it.

AUDIERCE MEMBER: 'The first one 1iss
Has the model been validated with anything less
than 1990 data -- or anything since 19307

MR, SINTON: Not since 1990 data,
no. It‘s been a while since that was done.

MR. JENSEN: The best I can do on

that is in the meetinge we had on the project,
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VSGS has been in on thoss and Larxy Mann
basically has made the statement that, yeah.
That's kind of weak, I guess.

MS. GREEN: If I can put xy DOE hat
on again, this project was started a year or so
ago and so that would have been 1991 right
there, and there is= generally a time line
between getting the data reported and when it‘s
collected, and a lot of times it’s easily a
yesar between when the USGS sanples and when they
report their data. That could be a factor
betwesn the apparent time line or so.

Back to being a moderatoer, any
other gquestions?

KR. JENSEN: The next one is: How
wa# the method of validation performed?

MR. BINTOK: <Can I ask for what
you’re looking far in teras of validation? Are
you talking about calibration or valldacion?

AUDIENCE MEMEER: Validation., But
it falls back again, 1590 data that was used to
generate the model) is that correct?

NR. SINTON: Ko, actually the 490
yuars of data for chromium and tritium, the &0

years of data that was collected since the

3

Sun Nov 22 22:06:02 1992

Page 55



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
ig
139
20
21
22
23
24
25

beginning of the site operations.

AUDIEKCE NEMBER: What you have up
to thst point was used for generating the model?

NR. SINTON: That'’s corrxect.

AUDIENCE MEMBRER: And it has not
beean looked at since that tin.-wlth more recent
data?

MR, SINTON: That’s correct.

HR, JENSEN: The last gquestion on
this card 1s£ Are additional wells being
considered under the proposed monitoring
program?

All I can say on that is we did not
proposs to the EPA and the State that we install
additional wells for this monitoring. Again, we
haven‘t reached a conclusion on that so I
wouldn’t dare say that we made a decision.

ME. GREEN: Any other questiona?
Reusel, I can see your hand waving.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: On the risk
assegsment, why did you use -- looking at
someons who lived at the site for 30 years,
rather than 707 We’'re always told in Pocatello
that we can live with the smoke stacks at FMC

for 70 years and I xind of thought that was some
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1 sort of specilal number.

2 HR. GORDPOK: ‘They are all magic

3 numbars. The 30 years is the S0 percentile of

4 how long scmeone lives at one redldencsa. So

s it's a value that’s typically used and generally
6 accepted throughout the risk asssssment

7 community.

[ AUDIENCE MEMBEHR: . 8o EPA doesn’'t

9 use 70 years?

10 MR. GORDON: Ko, This is ths

11 reasopnable maximum exposure. Seventy years used
112 to be usad to calculate the maximally exposed

13 individual under an ¢ld guidance.

14 AUDIENCE MENSBER: But wa don’'t use
15 70 years anymore, we use 307

18 HR. GORDON: Right, 30.

17 M&. GREEN: Any other guestions or
18 cards?

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1If no one else

20 wants to jump in here, I will take & stab at it,
21 although I'm not in risk assessment by trade.

22 I‘m Howard Blood from EPA. I ﬁav. the other two
23 projecta that are being discusged here tonight.
24 I think the concept that was

25 presented, but perhaps not clearly expressed, on
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hazard index, which is the non-carcinogenic
risk, which is one that ias difficult only
because it’'s pressnted differently than the
cancer risk. The hazard Landex is based on what
is called a referencs doss. A reference dose 1iws
a dose that has been establishad as the dose
that even a menaitive individual in the
population could he exposed to on a continuing
bawis and demcnatrate no adv-r;. tttoct.- so
when we do our coaparison to what concentrations
we find at the sits, we compare the two numbers
and that gives us that unit less haszard index.
And that unit less hazard index essentially
comparee the concentration found at the site to
the concentrations that have been established as
creating n¢ adverse seffects. 5o 1f you have a
higher concentraticn than that, you’re going to
get 2 number greater than one.

It you have a concentration lass
than the reference dose, than obviocualy you fall
on the other side of one and it’s a clear
decision.

Now, the hard part, I think, 1s the
part that was brought up, I think 1in a comment

from somecne sitting behind me, about where do
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gou insert the uncertainty on that? Thae
uncertainty comes before we davalop, oOr az we're
developing the reference dose. 8¢ those nuambers
have just as much uncertainty in them as, for
example, the cancer risk numbers, although. that
doasn’t perhaps come through as clearly. Doses
that make it clearsr or did I manage to muddy
things up completely?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I assums you mean
the maximum dose that causes no effect? BHNot
just any dose.

MR. BLOOD! Where you go 1is whan
exposure studies are done, they look for a
breaking point, it’s called the No Obsearved
Adverse Effect Level., That means that we can
feed that to you and you never show any adversa
effects, and that's the number- -that we go for.

Now, obviously a lot of these
studies are done on other species, so at that
point the decision has to be made how you
extrapolate from animal data to human data.
Usually we do that by adding safety factors so
that the number is extremely conservative when
we get to & point where it‘s a public raeferance

dose.
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1 The other thing that I would like

2 to mention, I think Beatrice has ralsed the

3 quastion of the monitoring plan, and I think

4 it’s just as important to make aure that

5 everyone recognizes that the monitoring plan,

[ evan though thim is a No Action, 1s part of the
7 response that is based on the No Actlion

8 decisilon. And we don‘t have a Ko Actlion

9 decision at this polnt. We have a No Action
10 recommendation.

11 Therefore, EPA is willing to
12 discues and come to some conceptual approach to
13 this, but wa don't recommand or SpPONSCr Or

14 encouzrage extensive design on this, because if
15 as a result of public comment, we chovse a
1§ different remady, then any etfort that would
17 have been put intc that monitoring plan may have
18 been an inappropriate effort since we didn't

19 have a commitment to go that way. 8o that’s an
20 important concept to keep in mind on proposed

i1 plans.
22 MR. HOVLAND: Howaver, I still will
23 chat with Beatrice on the break to clarify her
24 guestions to get back to what she envisiocned

a5 would be available tonight at the public
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meeting.

MN8. GREEN: Thank you, Howard and
Dave.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would like to
ask whether the EPFA modeling, which seems to
focus on doses to individuals and the dose
responses for individuals, if there is any
attempt to model concentration in the food chain
prior to a whole population dose and any attempt
to model population responses?

MR. GORDONMiI Ara you asking -- I
can't figure out exactly which question you're
asking. Are you asking do we model the food
¢haln to avaluate tha population dose or is
there an attempt to --

AUDIENCE NEMBER: What we have here
is a situation where the aquifer 18 belng
gradually contaminated by industrial strength
dumpe and it’s being used down aguifer for
agriculture and for culinary purposes and there
is great potential for large scale, low leveal
axposure to things that are put in the aquifer.
We all drink the water irom the agquifer. We all
use things that are grown in the aqulfer, and

the cattle all eat alfalfa that im grown with
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pumped water from the aquifer, et cetera,.

We don't, howcvcr; drink the water
directly from ths aguifer so much as r-un&vlné
thingas from the food chain that has the aquifer
for one of the primary sources of all of our
water. And the guestion is: Ip any attempt
nada to model what is zeally going on in
potential food chain concentrations and low
level exposure beyond what you can ses in an
individual exposed to direct consumption of
these contaminants?

R, GORDON: The risk assessment
that was perfcrmed foxr this site, for the
Perched ¥Water System, was meéant to ansver the
quastion: Should we clean up the Perched Water
System?

Oxay. The water in that deep
perched zone, there is roughly a billion gallons
there, should that water, does that poes an
adverse health effect to scmeona living out
there? What we did to model that was to --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My quastion le
not to somesone living out there, but to the
population living out there. It's a different

question, of course.
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HR. GORDON: Well, the short answver
is no, population doses were not calculated for
the site. But I think to just carry that one
step further, the EBnake River Plain Aqulfer
itself will be evaluated in the WAG 10 risk
assessment when they do a site-wide Snaks River
Aquiter evaluation.

MS. GREEN: 1If I can jump into that
responge with my DOE hat on. The aguifer will
alsc be lookad at for cumulative sffects from
the Test Reactor Area in general under that WAG
2 comprehensive RI/FE. . The concept under this
renedial Lnvesatigation was to look at the risk
at close range at the unit, and with the logie
being that thers Ls lass risk further away from
the unit from the follow-up remedial
investigations at the TRA leval than at the
WAG 10 level. I think we'’ll be addressing
cunulative risk that you‘re posing.

AUDIENCE MENBER: To carrxy that
question a little further. 1In the investigation
that you did in assumipng that the parson l1iving
at the TRA site some years hence gets all his
tood from either livestock or vegetables grown

from water at that site, does that riek
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assessment include the biloconcentration of
varicus elements from the water to the plants to
the animals to the person? Doss that include
that blioconcentration?

MR. GORDON: Yas, it doas,

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Doea it include
the air contamination and other things?

MR. GORDOM: The inhalation pathway
was not svaluated for the Perchad Watexr System.
It was qualitatively svaluated at the beginning
and found not to pose a significant risk.

AUDIENCE MENBER: I didn‘t mean
from that site, I meant from the whole.

WR. GORDON: KHo, this fa only
supposed to answer the question about the health
impact of the Perched Water gystem and its
impact on the Snake Rivaer Plaln Aquifer directly
below the site there.

¥5. GREEN: Any other questions?

With that, we’'ll begin the portion
of the mesting designed for you to provide your
oral comments, coral testimony to the agencles
regarding the Perched Water FProposed Plan.

buring this portion of the maating,

the agencles will listen to your commentm but
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will not respond to them tonight. They will bs
svaluated and then responded to in the
Responsivensss Bummary foxr the Perched Water
Proposed Plan.

I‘'1ll remind you again that ths tape
recorder is in the back and is available for
anyons who would like to record a comment not
directly in front of the audience here. II
someons makes a statement for which you would
1iks additional information in order to clazify
the comment, please be sure to ask the speaker
for that clarification. And the purpose of this
session fe to make sure that the agencies
understand what the individual making tha
statement is actually saying.

With that,.nouol, do we have any
other indication of additional people wanting to
maXe verbal comments here tonight on TRA Perched
Water?

HMR. SMITH: No.

MS. GREEN: I“11 ask for
volunteers, then. S8tart from the back to the
front is as good as any order, I guess.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Blan

Holman. My address is 310 East Center,
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Pocatello. I am a native of Columbia, South
Carolina, and the Bavannah River Site is a
familiar neighbor. PFor the past year, I have
besn with the Natural Resources Defense Council,
where I spent & good des)l of time focusing on
the tdahe Chenical Processing Plant and its
high-level waste. I am working with the Bnake
River Alliance this summer and am speaking this
evening on behalf of its 1,200 individuals,
fanily and business membors.

Over three years age, the
Department of Energy pronised to begin
anvironmental restoration at the Jdaho National
Engineering Laboratory. Since that time, a
staady stream of nuclear waste hase cdﬁtxnued to
entar Idaho. Since that time, not a teaspoonful
of IKEL contamination has been cleaned up.

In the meantime, government
aganciea have effectively undermined their
promises for full public invelvement in ¢leanud
decisions,

Certainly, on the surface there
appears to be a banquet of opportunities forx
public involvement. We have meatings, one right

after the other on the Community Raelations Plan,
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1 proposed clesnup plans, the Site-gpecific FPlan.

2 We even hear thers are some plans to start

3 scoping for a site-wide nneroﬁncntll impact

4 statsment. Thare seems to be a whole lot of

5 planning going on.

6 Theres are agencies and departments

7 within agencies eager to tell us everything they

8 think we nead to Xxnow about every plan. Drarft

9 Racords of Decisions, 0f course, remaln secret.
10 Without prodding, the agencies wouldn’'t even
11 tell us the plan for monitoring groundwater at 5251
12 the Test Reactor Area 115 years from now, 4ven P-25
13 though that’s the proposed plan.
14 But all these mestings are in
18 reality, somewhat confusing, laborlous and
16 redundant. They will ultimateéely frustrate and

17 exhaust the public. Whether (ntentional or not,

18 this bqlknnizod approach to public involvenent

19 serves mainly to dissipate public participation,
20 consuming time and energy of public intarest
21 groups that might otherwise be spent on more

22 productive pursuits.
23 ¥hy don’'t we regard thess meetings

24 as productive?

25 VBIu:rod in the seeming abundance
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1 of opportunitiss is the fact that no process

2 yeot sxists that allows citizens to participate

3 or aven be represented on the front end of

4 the decision making procass. Agency officials

5 devise and present praposed solutions, the

[ public coaments on thess proposals, and then

7 the agancies decide what, If any, changes to

8 proposad actions will be taken in quote,

9 urgsponse.” While this process may occasionally
10 ~= gomewhers on esarth -- lead to significant
11 alterations in a plan, it o!teétivoly precludes
12 the public from challenging the basic plannt#g
13 premise.
14 One such premise sst forth on page ]

15 A-9 of the Perched Water Plan is the notjion that

16 the Department of Energy will retain contrel of #T1-2
17 the Idaho National Laboratory for the next 125 Prs
19 years, 23 years longer than Idaho haws existed as

19 a state. Who has decided the INEL will ha there A
20 for 125 years? Can they guarantese it? Did they
a1 ask the people of Idaho? I doubt ft. But thea

12 people of Idaho juet might seoe a pattern. Does
23 this projectioh mean that the Department of
24 Energy will be maintaining control over
25 high-level waste until the year 21177 Does that
68
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1 constitute interim storage? Would thes DOX have
2 taken such a long-range view when it put lodlun
3 contaminated waste into single walled tanks, or
4 maybe it did.

s What the pecple ¢f Ydaho need or

[ deserve is substantial process reform. First,

: ? cleanup decisions cannot be left to the

] buresucrats and the technocrats alone. Thasa

9 problems are social, not just tachnical.
10 Secondly, the people deserve an
11 honast commitment of amccountability te help
12 rentore citizen faith fin the DOX. Citizen input
13 should be welcomed and used, not tclerated and
14 then i{gnored.
15 Third, tull disclosure of the
16 environmental and health concerns, risks and
17 hazards at the INBEL is nesded immediately.
18 Bayond substantial process raform,
19 cleanup needs to proceéed along a :itional
20 policy. The current patchwork of INEL ¢leanuy
21 policies 1s woven by inter-agency politice and
22 inevitably warpad by th; DOE efforts to retain
23 functions related to nuclear weapons in Idaho.
24 We belleve an honest analysis of the
a5 environmental, health and economic l1BBues
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1 involved in cleanup should 1nciud- the

2 following: First, no mors waste should ba

3 allowaed into Idaho. Sscondly, on-site waste

4 production should be reduced to the maximum

5 extent possible. Third, con-site contamination

& sahould be handled rationally along these linesi

7 First, imminent threats should be dealt with

[ immediately, such aw possible leaking high-lavel

9 waste tanks. Secondly, mobile waste should be

10 Kept from spreading. Third, interim actions

11 should only be used to reduce risk without

12 significantly complicating futurs remediation.
13 And finally, someons nesds to ask the people of

14 Idaho what the final cleanup standards should be

15 and what they want the INEL to ultimately look

16 like. Thanks.

17 MS. GREEN: Do we have anybody else

18 who would like to made a verbal comment?

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: John Tannrer from R
20 Idaho Falle. I believe that DOE had made a

21 sensible decision not to spend money attempting

22 to clean up or scmehow purify a body of water gzkf
23 which L8 going to disappear within a few years

24 after they cease adding to it. That would

23 certainly waste -- spending money on that would
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1 certainly detract from any <¢leapup that we may 5253
2 tind later really does nead to be done. i
3 AUDIENCE MEMBER: DYennis Donnelly,
4 Pocatello. Y would like to ask you to please
3 ¢lean up the contaminants in the perched water. 5254
[ ¥ think that strontium and americium snd cesfum
7 are exactly what we do not want to eee in the
finake River Plain Aquifer. Thank you. a
9 AUDIENCE MEMNBER: 'My name is Bruce _
10 Schmalz. I was ftnvolved in the early work up
11 until 1970, and I‘m a retired citizen at this
12 point. I am impressed with the logic that has g&gs
13 gone intc the recommendation, and I concur with
14 it and I have expressed such in writing. ]
15 However, something else has caught ]
16 my attention tonight, which is this figure of
17 $2 million. And in coming to that figure, I'm
18 alec lzmpressed with the etaff that’s been
19 presented hare, many of which are managers,
20 which I presume means other paople besides those $E£6
21 that are present. And in developing thle
22 recommendation, I find that in spite of all this
23 steff, resident staff, State ptaff, EPA stafif,
24 wae ultimately have to go down to Dames & Moore
31 to get some davelopmants of the recommendation,
71
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1 and that work I’m impressed with too. A fine

2 report it seema to me.

a But I guess after the past week and

4 ) I se6 thie matter of cost and éhanqo, government

5 expenditure, deficit reduction, balanced budget,

6 I quess my comaent is in response to the #T1-6
7 previousa speaker as an example, it seems to Be Pas
f that if spending meney is the solution, we have

9 an overkill. And in ay estimation I don’t
10 expact an answer, I know what the ansver is, and
11 to repeat ayself, I dorn't expect an anawer or a
12 response., Just a comment.
13 MS8. GREEN: Anybody else who has
14 not provided in.crnl caoannent who would iike to
is step up to the microphone and provide one?
18 AUDIENCE MEMBER: My namae fs

17 Beatrice Brailsford, 310 East Drive, Pocatello.

18 And I'm testifying this evening as an

19 individual.
29 Earlier thie wesk we had a briefing
21 on this plan in Pocatello, which I did think was
22 kind of a breakthrough. The community in
13 Pocatello has not besen sought out very much by
24 the pecple who are doing cleanup at INEL.
25 The briefing was a little strange.
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However, we had one perscn from the Community
Relations portion, X guess, Reuel works for EGLG
Idaho. We had an enployse of EGLGC giving a
presontation and then on the phone we had a
plsthora of regulators who wers unable to make
the 48 mile drive to Pocatellec. That made me
very angry, becauae, of course, one of the
reasons I was excited by the IAG was that there
would be someons in the front of the room
besides the DOE and its contractors. That
svidently is only held for speclal events.

In the future, I would like to mee
the briefings continued, but I would like to ase
the regulators actually‘lttcnd. cne of the
ragulators assured me that he understood public
involvement. I doubt deeply that he does.

I would like to talk about two
things that occurred at the briefing. One,
again, focuses on that fairly loaded statement
on page A-%. TFirst, it was assumed that a
125-year paeriod elapses before individuals
occupy the site. I asked a DOE permon who, of
course, I cannot racognize hers tonight because
it was on a speakerphone, if that statsment

meant that the Department of Energy was planning

13
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to maintain i{netitutional control of INEL for
125 vaars, and the anawar was, qgquote, “yes," and
quote. I think you have to check around.

That was certainly a good dsal of
the discussion and the scoping meeting for the
cleanup PEIE was how long would DOE maintain
institutional control at the site? It seems to
ne to fly -- in the 135-yeay time period, it
sesems to me to fly in the face of comumon sensa.
I think we’ll have contamination there in 125
ysars, but I don’'t think that we can absolutely
assume for the purposes of planning that the DOE
will be there 123 years from now to control that
contamination. Again, I really do think that
that is a decislon that Idahcans wust be
involved with, not DOE,

Now, I would like to focus again on
the statement on page A-10. Monitoring of the
Perched Water System and SnakXe River Flain
Aguifer as wall as pericdic reviews will be
conducted by EPA and the Idaho Department of
Health and Welfare. Detalils for the development
of the proposed monitoring plan and criteria for
termination of the reviews will be outlined in

the Record of Decislon.
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1 I asked the reprassntative of the
2 State, Dean Nygard -- and aqala he was not

k | present, he was on a spsakerphone -- Aif he

4 understood that we would like to ses details of
5 that monitoring plan before the Record ot

] Decision. Dean said he understood that, and

7 went further to say that perhaps detsils could
8 be available for us here tonight where the

9 regulators weare as opposed to Pocatellc where
10 the regulators weren‘t.

11 Now, I find that no discussion,
12 evidently, that occurred in that briefing
13 betwaen a cltizen of Idaho and an employee of
14 Idaho went beyoand that speakerphone. 8o what
15 good was the briaefing to begin with? Why dia
16 they have to put themeelves out to the extent of
17 sitting in a room in ldah¢ Falls? And why did I
i8 have to put myself out to the extent of mitting
19 in a room in Pocatello and talking over the
20 airwaves evidently about nothing?

21 S0 here tonight when I asked again
22 about the monitoring plan and its availablility,
23 I was told Lt would be available -~ where hare
4 it says, quote, "Will be ocutlined in the Recoxrd
25 of Decisfon." Evidently maybe it will be
75
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1 floating there somewhere 11 days after the

2 Record of Decleion. You know and I know that

3 thers is noc access for public involvement short

4 of fairly elaborate adainistrative or legal

L] steps which Howard Blood was not even willing to

& tell us about the last time we tried to bring up $E£a
7 what happens 1f we're not happy with the Record

8 of Deciaion.

9 S0 we'rae left approving a plan that
10 we don‘t even know about yet. -You know, mayba
11 we’'ra going to use USAS status, naybes we are
12 going to use ISU data, maybe in 125 years we‘ll ]

13 all be so old that it won’t matter anyway.
14 I understand that this is difficult

15 for regulators. I understand that this 1is

18 difficult for the sgencles that cause the

17 contanination in the first place, but that ¥T1-0
19 contamination was caused exactly by this sort of P-14
19 thing that, hey, we're in charge and we’'re going
20 to be in charge for a century and mora and don’t
21 bother us, we’ll put it in a flle somewhere and

22 you need not look it over, all you have to say

23 i yes.

24 1 encourage you to continue to have -

25 briefings in Idaho towns. I encourage you to
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1 continue to do meaningrful efforts of public
2 involvement, but if youn're going to have
3 meatings that are anothing more than late night
4 bullshit sessions, then 1it’'s not worth it.
5 Thank you.
6 MS. GREEN: Would anyone slse care
7 to make a verbal coament?
8 AUDIENCE MEMBER: John Horan. 1I’m
L a retired site worker, and I continue to be an
10 spvironmentalist. TYou‘ve heard tonight quite a
11 broad spectrum of comments. If you would like
12 to categorize what my comments are golng to be,
13 they are going to be at an extreme. You might
14 even use the *L* word; I‘m a liberal. _
15 I endorse the TRA Perched Water
16 Bystem Proposal as well as the other two
17 proposals to be discussed tonight. The No
18 Action recommandations xoprolcﬁt a realistic,
19 logical and common sense approach to the
20 panagement of very low levels of chemical and ﬁg;o
21 radioactive contaminants 50 feet or mora below
22 the surface in an environment of the basalt and
23 sagebrush desert.
24 1 trust, though, as Mr. Schmalzx
25 mentioned earlier that a baseline risk
77
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assessnent of this magnitude will not be
necessary for similar levels of low level
contamination now that we know that thie type of
axtensive evaluation indicates that you ars at
least three orders of magnitude below an axea of
concern for human health.

In light of what has just been
said, I wonder if I could ask a question of the
group, and that is: Does anyone know what the
initials NERP represente? Could I have & show
of hands? Good, thyee people.

In the nld-l!?ﬂ'u.COngroll declared
the INEL to be the nation’s second National
Environmental Research Park. To me this goes
payond DOE‘’s ownership of the land., There are
very few areas in this country that have bean so
designated. All lands within the boundaries are
a protected outdoor labgoratory where scientiste
from throughout the country can conduct
scological studles.

This paxrt of Idaho is the largest
undisturbed area of sagebrush vegetation with
ovar 400 species of native plants. I would
expect that most environmentalists would like to

gee this area pressrved as a National
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1 Environmental Ressarch Park, well beyond the 125

2 yaars that has been ildentified as part of the gﬂ:"
3 paper study that has been made. N

4 I'm going to touch upon a few other ]

L) items. While I’m endorsing the NHo Action

6 proposal, I really support perhaps 95 percent of

? what is contained in the documentation, and gggm
8 porhaps for scomebody who aska A many technical

9 questions as I do, this is a vexry high
10 percentage. ' |
11 Let me mention a couple things that ]
12 are not mentioned, which I believe should be
13 there. No mention of the tritium or chromate
14 levels in the drinking water at the TRA. Thrae
18 wells were mentioned and i{dentified, and I
1¢ beliave these are the production wells. There gﬂk'a
17 im data on this which should support this study.

18 In fact, the use of these wells should provide

19 drawdewn Iinformation, which may impact some of
20 the movement of the water from the lower perched
21 zZOne.
22 Now, the report also mentions on 7
23 page A-10 the tritium concentrations will
24 decresnse due to natural radiocactive decay. It ggi”
25 does not mention that dilution is alsoe a factor
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which 1s taking place.

How I would like to talk about
drinking water standards, 1if I‘ncy. And I look
uwpoen this as a question of honesty more than
anything else, and particularly, voung lady, Lf
you don’t mind, I'll address this toc EPA. And
EPA has over the past seven years been
preparing -- they have known that the curreat
values used for tritiuxm in drinking water are
ultrasafe. And by at least & factor -- and to
make L{t a big number, 1'll say 300 percent.

This has been known. EPA has had a draft out --
in fact, they started revising the drinking
levels seven years ago., They waere aupposed to
bave been published in June of ‘91, then it was
postponed to June of '92. This ia in 40 CPR,
part 141, Last month I contacted EPA In
Washington and the latest date is now April of
‘93.

This fact that these numbers are
going to be changed significantly should be part
of this raeport, part of your opennass. Tritium
will go from 20,000 picocurles per liter -- this
ie a god-awful number -- to 60,300 picocuries

per liter., Strontlium-$0 will be increased by a
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factor of 8, or %00 percent, if you like, from 8
to 42.

The othar thing that I will be
critical of yocur report is you have a
footnote, I think it‘s footnote B, which says
that you will not identify the drinking water
leavel for cobalt or cesium-137. I really
believe, to be mors open, you should inolude
thess numbers cobalt-60, 218 picocuries pex
iiter, cesium-137, 115. Then use your footnote
to identify that this is for lsotopes alone and
that when you take into account & multiplicity
of imotopes, you'ra in a different ball game.

By the way, thess latert figures
for EPA that gave you the change in 40 CFR, part
141, these are in the Fsderal Reglister of July
18th, 1991, and my {nformation now is as of June
of ‘92, last month, that thess are the final
fligures.

The other thing I find very
interesting, and again, I'm critical of EPA;, 1I'm
astonished under the chemical drinking water
standards have not been established for cobalt,
manganese, fluoride, I can’t believe that in

today's world that we have not established
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1 levels that can be used to protect the public,

2 ' particularly when you consider how long many of

3 us have been using fluoride artificially

4 injected in our drinking water for health

5 purposed.,

6 ona rinal comment, i1f I may, and

7 it’s basically a request, and I would hope that

| you would publish the public commants that weare

$ made at the original meeting several months ago
10 when the general scoping was being nade on this ¥T1-16
11 particular project, because ths general P26
12 conglusion that was made by the pecple and the

13 gensral thems of the comments that wers mada was
14 that there was no nesd to take protective

18 action, Thank you.

16 M3. GREEN: Is there anyone else -

17 who would like to take this opportunity to nake

18 verbal comments on the perched water study?

19 Okay, Af there are no other

20 comments to be made at this time, why don't we
21 take a 15 minute break Boforo the second part af

22 ths meeting where we will discuss thea CFA ares

23 projects.
24 {M recess was taken.)

25 KS. GREEN: BRefore we bagin the
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second half of the meeting, I would just like to
respond to a comment that was referring to a
nameless voloe on the telephons in response to
the question of: Is DOE going to ba around in
125 years, sald, "yes,” and quote. The name ot
the voice on the phone was myself, and to the
best of my recollaction I racall my answer being
that 125 years was based on 13 years of
operation and 100 years of institutional control
as recorded under DOE order, and quots there.
The 100 years ot institutional control is also
required in the Code of Federal Regulations.
Let‘s move on to the second half of
tonight’s meeting., From here on we’ll be
talking about the Notor Pool Pond at and the
Central Facilitlies L:ca.and the Chemical
Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area
propossd plans. We combined these because they
are very similar in many respects, they are both
relatively small units, they both concern pond
sedinents of ponds that are no longer in use. A
similar approach was used in investigating and
assesming thase sites, and we’ve comeé to the
same recommendation of No Action for both of

theme unita.
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1 I would also like to Lntroduce the
2 regpective project managers on these sites for

3 EPA and Department of Eavironmental Quality.

4 Dave Frederick to my immedinte right is the WAG
L manager for WAG 4, Central racilities Arsa. Tom
6 Stoops iz the WAG 5 manager for the Btate, the

7 Dapartmant of Environmental Quality. Eoward

8 Blocd on the far left over there is the WAG

9 managexr for both WAG 4 and 5 for the
10 Environmental Protaction Agency.

11 with that, Nolan, Ill give things
12 back to you then to provide the information on
13 the CFA Motor Pool Pond Proposed Plan.
14 MR. JENSEN: I get to be lucky

15 enough to have worked on both of thess projects.
16 And again, I will pressnt the introductory

17 information and then Lf there are any hard

18 questions T will quickly refer you to my

19 subcontractoer,
20 I'11 just be presenting the Kotor
21 rool Pond. This is 4-11, Operable Unit 4-11,

a2 and both of these projects are quite similar.

23 This one in particular is the thing that we have
24 looked at with the Motor Pocl Pond and the risk
25 that the sedimaents in the pond pope. 80 it just
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looks at those sediments.

This is a photograph of the Motor
Pool Pond. This greenish arsa right here 1is
what we’'re considering. The Motor Pool Pond is
no lenger in use. They stopped usiag it in
about 1985. This sign right here -- just in
case you’'re curicus about what that is, all of
ths sites that are to be investigated under the
agreement have a sign similar to that one to
mark them sc that everyone knows that the site
ia there.

As you can see, this photograph was
taken just a couple of wesks ago. S0 the green
in there is a result of this rain. Earlier this
spring it was completely dry.

Juat to give you a little bit of
history of what this pond is all about, out at
the Central Facilities Area, which is the
administrative area for INEL, a lot of
activities 1ike central warehousing and support
activities go on at the Cantral Facllities Area.

This building Ln particular is the
sorvice station. And though it’s a little
bigger than your typical in-town gervice

station, it does a lot of the same kind of
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things., Maintenance, ©oil changes, washing, that
kind of thing is done on fleat vehicles and
sgquipment out at the site. 8¢ that's the
building that we‘'re talking about. This is a
photograph inside of the building. This floor
drain right hera, as things are washed off of
the vehicles, they go down into the floor drain.
That’s from inside of the bullding.

Just on the outside of the building
there is another drain and grate for vehicle
washing. Bo the wash water went into this
grate, both of them went intoc a sump, into a
pipeline, the pipeline went out to the east of
the Cantral Facilities Area. The building that
we were just looking at back in here, the
pipeline comes out towards us to the east hars,
and the pipe has an outlet at the back of this
ditch. The water then ran through, again, like
I said, it hadn’t been used since 1985, but the
water than ran through this ditch to the east,
then into the Motor Pool Pond again over to the
right side of the plcture. 8o that‘s the
gituation at the CFA Motor Pool Fond.

What was dons ag far as the

Raemedial Investigation, there were several
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samples collectad, 51 to be exact, of the
sediments in the pond in 1589. These sanples
were collected betwsen 0 and 15 feet, and they
were collected both from the pond and from the
ditch leading to the pond.

80 that i’ how the gquestion again
was answered: What is out there? And this 18 a
list of the contaminants that were detscted, and
again highlighted are the contaminants that were
of greatest concern in the riesk assessment and
found to cause the greatest risk.

Now, as far as how those
contaminants can reach an individual, a perxson,
there are a couple of things evaluated. FPFlirst,
we looked at exposure to on-site workers. The
Central Facilities Area has about 1,200
employees working thexe, The other thing was
looked at, again, a future resident. In both
cases what was consideraed ia: Could a sediment
be blown up and inhaled? What would the riek Dbe
by exposure toc skin, to ingestion of soil, to
exposure to radiation at that site? That was
looked at for both the occupaAtional scenario and
the residential scenaxio.

Also, as I mentioned that in this
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case two scenarios warae looked at for the future
resident, and that was at 30 years and at 100
years. The occupational scenaric was locked at
in the present. Again, because the site has
Testricted access, no one is allowed to go in
there unless on officlal business. For the
current scenario, we did look at the
occupational. This little diagram is supposad
to represent the pond, and the risk caloculations
showed that risk is about one in a million.

For future residents, again, the
same sceparic and the risk was shown to ba about
two in 100,000. Both of those nunbexrs are for
the non-carcincgenic riak,

MR. FREDERICK: Excuse me, Nolan,
that would be carcincgenic risk.

MR. JENSEN; ExCuse me, BOrry,
right; carcinogenic risk.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Ia that risk, ona
in a million and two in 100,000, a risk per
yeayr, or assuming a J0-year residency at that
point?

MR. JEKSEN: For the future on-site
resident, 1t’s a 30-year aexposure. Is that

correct?

8a
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MR. BTANISBICH: Yes.

AUDIENCE NEXBER: For the
accupational that’s a per year?

MR. BLOOD: Ko, 25 years.

MR. JENSEN: So this is a summary
of the carcinogenic riek for & future on-site
resident. Again, in compariscn to the risk
range established by tha regulations for 100
years and for 30 years, as You.Can see, they are
not that much different.

How, looking at non-carcinogenic
effects or toxic effects, &s you can ses, it’s
below the hazard indax of one.

That was 2 rea)l guick overview, but
again, basad on that aspessmant, wa're
recommending that No Action be taken. 8o any
questions on this one?

M8. GREEN: Do we have any spacific
gquestions about the presentation on this? I
think we‘re going to try and lump the more
general Q and A session after we do the Chemical
Evaporation Fond.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Can wa sa# the
summary slide on the carcinogenic risk again?

Is that a correct representation of the 30-year
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1 exposure?
2 MR. JENSEN: Yes. Fror a resident
3 living there, atarting 30 years from now.
4 AUDIENCE MENBER: Thank you.
-] AUDIENCE MNEMBER: May we ses the
L1 contaninants slide, pleasa.
7 DPa you hnv; estimates of the
8 concentrations or the total value contained for
9 lead or plutonium?
10 MR. BTANIBICH: Well, from the
11 sampling data, we have the 51 samples wa have
12 the levels that were detected in those samples.
13 I can't give them off the top of my head.
14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think there
15 would be a summation of how much of this stuff
16 is out there.
17 MR. JENSEN: Nick 1s looking
18 through that guickly naw. Thi.s {s Nick
19 Stanisich from ¥S5E. He was one of the pecple
29 that worked on this project for us.
21 MR. FREDERICK: I can give you a
22 quick summation. For cadmjum the maximum
23 concentration was 38.8 milligrame per kilogram.
24 The mean was 7.1 milligrams per kilogram. And I
2% ¢alerulated that mean value based only on the
90
Page 90



= W W

»

19
11
12
13
14
15
16
i7
lg
19
20
11
22
23
24

23

concentrations that were above the background
level. The background level for cadmium was 1.6
milligrams. Moving down the non-carcinogenic
list, ths maximum level of lead detacted -- for
the sake of being briaf, all thase
concentrationa will be in milligramns. Lead
maximum wag £31, the mean, once again, of the
value of above background was 121, the
background value for that area was measured at
50.2., Chromium, the maximum value was 91, the
mean was 32, the background value waa 30.7.
Barium, the maxinum value wzs 434, the mesan
value of 189, background of 434. W¥Would you like
the inforaation on carcincqgenics?

AUDIENCE NEMBER: Yes, please.

MR. FREDERICK: For cadmium, again,
that would be the same as the other ones,
maximum 38.8, mean 7.1, background 1.6. 1In the
risk assossment we use the maximum value of PCB
detected that was 1.47. Chromium, again, 91.3,
32.4, 30.7. Beryllium, the maximum that I
detected was 1 milligram per kilogram, the mean
was .09, the background values are not detected,
and the detection was .23 milligrams per

kilogram. For the radionuclides, maximum valune
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for ceaium-137 was 8.41 picocuries per gram with
a meaan of 1.6. And for plutonium-239%, the
maximun value was 4.29 picocuries per gram with
a mean of 2.2 picocuries per granm.
Anericium-241, maximum of 9.46 picocuries per
gram, a mean of 1 picocuris per graa.

The reason I did not give yocu
measured values for stronlum-90 and barium-137m
or metastable is because they are assumed to be
present due to the prol;nac of cesium-137,

ME8. GREEN: Do we hava any other
specific questions on the pressntation before wa
move on to the Cheaical Evaporation Pond
presentation? Then we’ll open it up for more
general Q and A on both of the projects.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I’'m wondering, a
lot of these contaminantes you wouldn’t expect
from a vehicle servicing facility. Did you ever
figure cut where the source was for some of
those chemicals?

MR. JENGEN: The solt guess 1s that
during the washing, I think the proposed plan
alludes to the fact that some of the vehicles
had low levels of contaminants that were washed,

g0 that'’s probably where it came trom.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: (Inaundible.)

MR. JENSEN: I can’t hear that one.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: D¢ they
deliberately wash thcxr.p:ape:ty; is that the
question?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: ¥Xo, the question
wast Was it by intent to wash a vehicle at tﬁat
low level of contamination in that area or was
it not?

MR. JENSEN: This Ls Bill Pigott,
he's from EGAG and has worked out there,

NR. PIGOTT: What they do is bring
the equipment in to service, it's part of that
construction equipment. Row, if it‘’s vary
highly contaminated, they docontaninatq that
unit out fn the field and try to get it all down
as low as# they possibly can, but there are
probably some in crevic;s and fractures. That'’s
ocur best guess to where that came from.

MS. GREEN: Thank you, Bill,.

Any other specific questions on the
presentation?

I would like to now introduce to
you Randy Bargelt. Randy 1s the WAG § manager

for EG&G Idaho, who will present information on

93
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the proposal for the Chemical Evaporation Pond,
Aftex Randy has completed his presantation, we
can respond to speciftliec questions on that
presentation and then open it up to genaral Q
and A on both the CFA and ARA plans. Then
following that we’ll receive formal verbal
comments,

MR. BARGELT: Thank yeu, Lisa. I‘m
here to talk about Operabls Unit 35-11 for the
Chemical Evaporation Pond at t?a Auxiliary
Reactor Area. This investigation is to
svaluate, again, very similar to the Motor Pool
Pond, the risk associated with sediments that
are left within that pond.

This is a photograph of the
Auxlliary Reactor Area 1, which encompasases this
area right here, and the Evaporation Pond here.
You can sae, this picture was taken when the
pond was in operation. And the pond was in
operation from 1971 to 1988, so this is a
Pre—-1988 photograph.

You can see here the area that 1is
moist, that this pond is being used at that
time. This is a schematic dlaéraﬁ of'that area,

and the pond was filled, was drained, Building
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627, about 300 feet of pipe out to the Chemical
Evaporation Pond here.

It did not drain any af the waste
from the facility here at 626§. During our
investigation or our sampling, we noticed that
an area right adjacent to the end of the
discharge pipe, which 1p about 100 sguare toei,
was the area of highest contamination.

This is another photo of the area
that was green in the previous photograph, and
you’ll notice this was taken at a much later
date, which was a couple wesks ago, and the
gresn vegetation has since died. And the area
that I pointed out whare the star was in the
previous plide was right here, and that’s the
area of highest concentration. And the 100
fguare feet I apoke of sarlier was this area
right here with the high vegetation thera.

This is ancther photograph lcoking
back towards RA I from the pond itself and just
looking to the north. The area of highest
concentration, again, would be right in here.

During our characterization
activities we sanmpled in 1990 approximately 160

samples in 40 locations, and sampled from the
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surface to approximately four feet in depth to
the top of the basalts. The soils cut there are
vary thin, the average soll thickness at the ARA
is about two feet. Froa that sampling, we
deternined the nature and extent of
contanination that was Iin the pond area.

Again, this will be a farmiliar
looking slide, and the contaminants of concern
were screensd very similarly to the othexr two
risk assessments that were presented previcusly.
These are the contaminants of concern, and oux
riak assessment is being given by barlum,
plutonium-239 and cobalt-60. The same type of
risk assessment for the scenarios that Nolan
presented earlier waere done here.

The same slide. Again, the
exposure pathways that were evaluated were
{nhalation, direct exposure, direct jonizing
radiation and soil ingestion and skin contact,
These are the main pathwaye that we were
concerned with because of the radiation -~ the
contaminants of concern were the rad samples and
direct ionizing radiation was the major pathway
that we were concerned with.

Again, similar to the other two
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1 risk assessments, the current occupatiocnal
2 scenarlo at the ARA facility, which {s & surplus
3 facility, the worksrs sre oanly out thers on
4 decommissioning and decontamination projects and
] snvironsental restoration projects. 8o on a
6 daily basis there are not a lot of warkers on
7 the site. 1It’s also & restricted access, but
8 the risk turned out to be two excess cancer
9 cases in ten milliion.
10 The future residential scenario at
i1 100 years, you notice the facility has baen
12 removed, which is in the plan to do at this
13 time, and a residence was locataed next to the
14 evaporation pond, and the risk would be one
15 excess cancer risk in one million at 100 years.
16 The carcinogenic risks for the
17 residential scenario both are within the
18 acceptable risk range. At 30 years it was two
19 in one mtlliaon and at 100 years it was onhe in
20 one million excess cancers.
21 Also for the pond for the hazard
22 index we see no adverse effects for the
23 non-carcinogenic contaminants and we see it at
24 .09, which is well below the hazard index of
2% one,
97
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The agencles’ recommendations are
that we take no furthar action on this site
bacause it poses very little threat to the
environment or human health.

M8. GREEN: Do we have any specific
quastions of clarification on Randy’s
preasentation before we enter intoc the general Q
and A session on both plans?

Thank you, Randy.

Let‘s get started with the guestion
and anawey sess£ion on both the Motor Peool Pond
and the Chemical Evaporation Pond, and if you
will please help us out and tell us whether your
guestion is directed towards one specific plan
or both of them in general so we can then
indicate what the response is.

And agsain, ploase'paau your note
cards to the end of the aisle or wave then,
whatever it takes to get Reuel’'s attention. If
you have additicnal note cards that you want
collected during the session, raise your hand.
We’ll begin with the ncte cards as befores. If
after reading the card any of the responders are
uncleaf about what the guestion is, we’ll be

asking the questioner a little more about the
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1 question in oxder to provide the proper

2 response.

3 For those of you who want to come

4 to the microphona and not use note cards, please
5 do so. If you could please ask ane qguestion at
& a time so that your questions c¢an be answered

7 clearly. Any questions on either plan?

8 AUDIENCE KENBER: 1I‘a Dennis

9 ponnally. 1It‘s a question an both plans, or an
10 observation, perhaps, that it would appesar that
11 your methodclogy again includes risks due to
12 direct ingestlon or inhalation of materials at
13 the sites and doees not include pathways dues to
14 future blological concohtrntions or bioclogical
15 dispersal. I would presume that in the
16 epringtime there ie a steady stream of water at
17 the little depressed areas on the site. Anyway.,
18 is that also true for these assesament, the risk
19 apsessment doas not (nclude biological
20 concentration or dispersion?
21 MS. GREENK: Nolan, do you want Nick
22 to answer that question on the risk assessment?
213 Did we include the ecological risk evaluation

24 that is addressed?

25 MR. STANISICH: 1I’m Nick Stanlefich.
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) 3 I have worked on risk assessment. Yess, we do

2 include an ecological risk assessment to look at
3 pathways, both vegetation pathways and animal

¢ pathwvays to humans. We didn’'t look specifically
5 at agricultural scenmarios because the soils in

6 that ares are so shallow and basalt out crope

? occur nuserously in the areas, as you can veo by
8 the photos. 80 that pathway of raising a gardena
9 or sustained agrtcultnri in that area turns out
i0 not to be a viable scenario.
11 MS. GREEN: Any others before we
12 begin the oral comment, recaive oral copmants on
13 both of these projects?
14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: This is not s8¢
15 much a question, but it’s an observation. The
16 half-life for plutonium, for example, is

17 thousands of years and these bottoms dry up, the
18 wind blows, they get wet, the animals come

18 through. If tha stuff makes it to the aguifer,
20 of course, it doesn‘t stay put.

21 MS. GREEN: Was that a question or
22 a statement?
23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Just a statement.
24 AUDIENCE MENBER: I have a question
25 following up the question that was asked on the

100
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1 Motor Pool Pond. Do you have the concentrations
2 of radionuclides of interest, the plutonium,
3 barivm or the cesium-137 that were found in
4 those samplea?
5 Eﬂ{ GREEN: There was an aonset to
6 Mz. DPonnelly’s question taking into
7 consideration airborne distribution of
8 plutonium, and I believe --
9 MR. ETANISICH: That was taken into
10 conasideration in both the occcupational and
:1 residential scenarios, inhalation of plutoenium.
12 As you Can ses, hers are the
13 concentrations, the chemicals that were detaected
14 and radionuc¢lides, the upper range of background
15 ag compared to the range of detection --
16 ¥9. GREEN: Is this related to ARA?
17 MR. STANISICHK: This is ARA.
19 AUDIERCE KMEMBIR: So only ¢ne
19 sample of plutonium was selected?
20 MR. ETANISICH: That's true. That
21 was collected at an area of the highest
22 doncentrations of other radionuclides as
23 iurvayod by using field screen instruments that
24 detect ionizing radiation.
a5 Another method that we use in the
» 101
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site investigation was -- although only one
sanple was collected and specifically analyzed
for plutonium-239, we used a relationship
between the detaction of americium-241 and the
presence of plutonium. Americium-241, which is
algso a transuranie, is detected in the secil
through gamma spectroscopy, then it’s probabla
that p1ut6n1un-239 would also bas cdetescted, and
since the detection of anoricagn vwas
non-existent through the gamma spectroscopy,
therefore, it was concluded that there was not
significant plutonium concentrations in the pond
sadiments.

MS. GREEN: Thank you, Kick. Are
there any other risk assessment-type questionas?
Do we have any other guestions about data or
risk assessment or any questions on the CFA and
ARA plans?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do you have any
apecific --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Could you move it
a little bit 8o we can see the units?

Alsc the headings of those columns,
it’s hard -- that’s encugh.

MR. STANRISICH: You're telling me I

102
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1 have tc make this slide lna1:;r or two slides.

2 AUDIENCE WEMBEZR: Isn‘t there a

3 copy of this table in the RI?

4 MR. STANISICH: It is, it's in the
5 report. It’s not in the proposed plan, it's in
6 the RI Rapoxt, the big ;oport, but there is &

7 sunmary of the metals detected in the proposed

8 plan, There is a table and index where the

9 concentrations of radionuclides are also listed,
10 I believe -- no -~ metals, yes, but
11 radionuclides no.
12 AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's correct.
13 KR. BTANISICH: But it is in the RI
14 Raport.
15 ME. GREEN: Any other Questions on
16 either the ARA or CFA Proposed Plans?

17 If that is the case, we’ll go on to
18 the portion of the meeting that is designed for
19 you to provide oral testimony regarding the
20 Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation
21 Pond Proposed Plans.
22 Again, the agenciaes will listen to
23 your comments, but will not respond to them
24 tonight. They will be evaluated and considered
25 for the Record of Dacislon and responded to in a

103
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...
ssparate Responsivensss Summary for each topic.

If someone makes a statament for
which either EPA, DOE or the State personnel
would like additional ianformation for
clarification, please be sure to ask the speaker
for that clarification sc that we ¢an understand
the comments.

For clarity, would you plaass
state, again, not only your name at the
beginning of your cumment but alsoc which plan
you‘re commenting on at the beginning of yeur
comment.

Reusl, how many people have signed
up at this point to nak’ verbal coznment?

MR. EMITH: ¥e don’t have any
signed up.

MS. GREERK: Do we have anybody who
would like to make oral comnents on elther CFA
or ARA Proposed Plana at this tilme?

When you make your statement you’re
welcome to take a single turn up to five minutes
as we described before. If you're not able to
put all your thoughts into a five minute periocd,
remember that the comment period is open until

August 5th, and written comments are consldered
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with equal waight.

I gueass we can begin.

AUDIENCE MENBER: I‘m Dennis
Donnelly. I would like to ask you t¢ ¢lean both
places. I feal it would be extremely easy to
do, a few thousand square feet. It‘s & very
simple cleanup, none easfer. I would like you
to be able to say that you’ve cleaned up your
mes#s. Thank you.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: John Tanner from
Idaho ¥alla. Once again, I think DOE, EPA and
gtnte of Idaho have made the right decision. I
just don‘t belfiave there is enough of a meas to
be worth the attempt to so-call clean it up.
The money ¢an better be spent elsevhere,

MS. GREEN: Iz thsre anybody elue
who would like to make oral comments for the
record on these two proposed plans?

With that, I'11 again remind you
that 4if you change your mind betwsen now and
August Sth, that written comments receive equal
waight as oral comments and there are forms at
the back of the room. If you would lilke to pick
one up and take it with you just in that

eventuality, please feel free to d¢ that.
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With that, I would li{ke to thank

'you all for coming out tonight and for all your

efforts. We hope wa helpad explain some of the
details connected to this topic. And I want to
thank you for aaking c¢omments on this plan.

Thank you and good might.

(The hearing concluded at 9:30 p.m.)
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BURLEY, IDAHO, TUESDAY, JULY 11, 1992, 6:30 P.M,

K3. GREEN: I would like to wWelcome
sveryone to tonight’s meeting. - We'rs glad you
were sble to attend, and we certalnly look
forward to a very productive meeting.

My name is Lisa Green. Tonight I
will be serving a dual role, First, 1°'ll be
acting as moderator for the mesting. As
moderator my job is to move through the agenda
in a timely manner and ensure that everybody whe
wishes to participate is provided an
opportunity.

| The other role I‘1ll be playing
tonight is that of the remedial project manager
for DOE-Idaho. In that xole ‘11 be helping to
answar some of your guestions on the project.

I'1ll try to indicate specifically
when I'm putting that hat oa #o that you know
that I've elipped out of tha moderator rola and
into a reapressntative of DOE.

We have msveral goals for tonight'’s
meating. The first goal is to gather public
commant on the threa proposed plana. They are

plans for No Remedlal Action at three sites at
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the INEL. They are at the stage whera DOE, EXA
and the State have developed a technical
recomnendation and are taking public comments
before a final decision can be mads on sach of
those three projects.

Input receivad during this public
comment period, including formal comments made
at this smeeting and written comments received
during the comment perisd, will be naad to
svaluates the recommendation that’'s been put
forth, and then to foramulate the final decimlon
for these three sites.

The pecond major goal is to give
you an oppértunity to ask quastions and inform
you about the details of the three proposed
plans that are bsfore the public at this timse,
and also to explain how they are put into a
broader scope of DOE‘s cleanup activities at the
INEL. #fio hasically we‘re here to listen to sach
other tonight.

Let’s take a moment to look at the
agenda that you received when you entered the
room. If any of you did not pick up oneé, we'll
be happy to provide you with one. As you can

gep, we have three topics on tonight’s agenda.
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The first topic is a proposed plan for thae
Perched Water System at the Test Reactor Area.

Following a brief presentation on
that tepic, we’ll have a guesation and ansver
session to clarify any information that you
would like to have explained in greater detail
than what was provided in the presentation.

After we’ve ansversd all your
Qquestions, we'll then t;k. tima to recaive your
formal verbal comments on the Parched Water
Proposed Plan.

After a short break, we’ll move on
to the second part of tonight‘s meeting, and
that is to discuss the proposed plans for the
Motor Pocl Pond at the Central Facllitles Area
and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the
Auxiliary Reactor Area.

These projects are very similar in
nature. We combined them in response to a
number of public comments thnt.w- raceivead in
thae past regquesting that we try to combine
sinilar topics whenever that’s possible. 8o
that's what we’‘ve dona here tonight with the
Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation

Pond.
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At this time, I would like to
introduce several individwals in the audisncas.
The first one is Reuel Bmith: 1f you would like
to stand, Reusl. NReuel is the communlty
relations plan ceordinator for the INEIL. This
is also probably a good time to mention that the
public comment period on DOE's Community
Relations Plan has besn extended to September 1,
1992. This plan establishes the process by
which DOE communicatss environmental restoration
information to the public and helps communicate
concerns back to DCE, Bo if you have any iasues
related to the Community Relations Plan, then
you might want to talk to Reuel tonight.

The second person is Nike Coe.
Mike, would you please stand. MNike is with the
INEL public affairs office. So if you have any
questions or comments outside the scope of
tonight’s meeting, Mike will be happy to speak
with you either at the break or following the
meeting. And I thiok Mike had some information
he wanted to provide hers tonight?

MR. COE: TYes, I just wanted to
announce that the draft INEL Site Specific Plan

is now available. The Site-Specific Plan
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basically ocutlines the INEL’s snvironmental
restoration waste management activities, plans
and opportunitiss for public participation for
the fiscal year. This year we did things a
1ittle different with the Site-Specific Plan.
We're making draft plans available for publie
review S0 you can now comment on the draft
gite~Specific Plan, and your comments will bs
addressed and incorporated inté the final Site
Specific Plan. The comment period on that
satarts on August 7th, and we’ll have a meeting
in Twin TFalls on August 24th toe accept public
comments. If you want a copy of that, pleass
just saee me At tha break or after the meeting,
and I‘1l make sure you get a copy of 1t.

MS. GREEN: Thank you, Mike. Linda
Baird is also here tonight. ULinda is the Twin
Falls Outreach office manager. And Linda, would
you llke to say a few words also?

M8. BAIRD: I would just like to
reuind all of you that we do have an Outreach
office for the Magic Valley. We’'re located in
Twin Falle. We would welcome any of you to
utilize the office. We have a public reading

roon that has the administrative records. We're
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also avatlable to help you in acquiring any
documents that you‘re looking for. 6o pleaas
feel free to utilize our office for any
information that you’'re sasking.

M8. GREEMN: Thank you, Linda.

Finaily, based on soms concerns
that were raised in a technical briefing in the
Twin ¥alls area last week an thesa plans, we've
asked Larry Mann, who is the program coordinator
for the US Geological Survaey, we’'ve asked him to
attend., Larry is here to answer any questions
about the Snake River Plain Aquifer that may
fall outside the scope of the thres limited
projects that we're discussing here tonfight. So
if you have guestions about groundwater concerns
related to the INEL that the expsrts on the
three projects here cannot answer, we’ll ask
Larry to supply us with those answere.

After each of the two presentations,
questions may either be submitted in writing
using the note carda you found on your chalrs or
you’'re welcome to come up and use the microphone
that Lane will bring forward here.

We use note cards for a couple

reasons. One is they do allow people to clarify
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questions and the respondents get a second or
twoc to prepare a good anawar to those questions.
gecond of all, some members of the audience may
not prefer to use the microphone. 8o that’s why
the note cards are there. If you don’t wish to
use them, pleasa feel free to use the microphonas.

We ask when you uss the microphons,
please state one question at & tine before you
go on to the next so we can provide a good
answar to the f£irst one before we start thinking
about the second one.

Then after sach qﬁoution and answaxy
period, thers will be an opportunity for you to
provide comments on the proposed plans for the
agencies’' considaration. This is the formal
verbal comment period related to each of the
planme.

How do you make comments? As I
mentionad earlier, one of the purpases 1is to
provide you an opportunity teu make your concerns
known to the agencies verbally. If you chocse
not to do so, you may wish to submit written
commant# or additlonal written coamants in
additlon to your verbal testimony. The address

of where to #send the written comments is on the
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back aide of the agenda. 1I1f any of you have
brought preparsd statemants hers tonight and you
would like to have thea included in the record,
you can eithsr read thea duriog the oral comment

period or you can provide them to Reusl Smith

for inclusion in the record.

There is a tape recorder avallable
at the back of the room if you would rather not
provide your oral comments to the audience and
would lixe to do it privately.

In addition, there are spaclfic
coament forms aveilable at the back of ths room,
one for each of the thres projects in different
colors. You’re welcome to fill out a form
tonight and leave it with Reuel or seand it to us
in the mail. And I remind you that written
comments and verbal comments receive the same
waight.

Both written and verbal comments
are evaluated and responded tco in the
Reeponsiveness Summary. You’'re walcome 1in
making your verbal comments, you're welcome to
take & single turn up to five minutes to make
your statement to ensure that everybody gaets a

chance to parxticipate.
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The comment period for each of
these projscts runs through August 3, 1952,

What happens to your comnents after ycu have
made thea? After the comment period has ended,
the Department of Energy will prapare a
summarization of oral and written comments
receivad during the cossment periocd on sach plan.
The three sgencies, DOE and EPA and the Btates,
will then sevaluate those comments and respond to
the commants that are relevant to each topie in
a document called a Repponsivensss Summary,
which is part of the actual Record eof Decision
for sach projeact.

If anybody has uigned the attendance
register or given written comments and provided
a return address, they will recelve a copy of
the Responsiveners Sunmary.

Wa have a court reporter here
tonight to transcribe the meeting. To help the
court reporter, please sveryons take a fow
moments that it takes to come to the microphone
1f you’re not ueing the note cards; otherwise,
the court reporter may not capture what you're
saying for the record, each time you come to the

microphone with formal comments, not necessarily

10
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just questicns and answars, but to make your
formal comments, pleass be sure to state your
nama and the court reporter has asked that you
please spell it for the recoxd.

Now that I have given & lengthy
introduction, I would like to¢ introduce the
agsncy representatives that are up here With me.
Yo my immediate right is Dave Hovland with DEQ
for the State of Idaho. To his right is Linda
WNeyar with the EPA, Raegion 10. I would like to
give both of them a chance right now to make any
brisf remarks that thoy'uould like to make in
opening this mseting.

MR. HOVLAND: Thank you, Lisa. I'm
the State’s INEL technical manager in Bolse.

I‘'m also wearing another hat tonight. I'm the
technical lead for the TRA. I bhave a
counterpart in the Idaho Falls office, and
that‘s Shawn Rosenberger, who couldn’t be here
tonight, hut two of his staff members are and
they are going to be involved in the other two
propossed plans.

I would like to introduce them.
The first one is David Frederick. And Dave is

the lead for the CFA, and he‘s an environmental

11
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scientist. The other person is Tom Stoops. Tom
Ls an snvironmental scientist, and he’s also the
lead for the ARA. I would like to mention that
the State supports all three of thesa proposed
plans, and wa have been actively involvad in the
entire process that went into the remedial
investigation reports that were fed into this
propesed plan, and thearafore the recommendations
that are made tonight.

The other thing I would like to
mention, as Lisa mentioned, we're very, very
supportive of a lot of public comment, basically
to feed into this Record of Decision and the
Responsiveness Summary that will come out of
these public commant periocds.

I‘'m alsoc really pleased tonight to
be able to introduce Dave Humphrey, who 1ls out
in the audience over there. Dave is thae Btate’s
deputy director and the Governor‘s coordinator
for the INEL Oversight Program.

M3, MEYER: Ny name (s Linda Hayer.
I'‘m with the Environsental Protection Agency.
I‘m the project manager for the Test Reactor
Area, and have been working on that site since

October or s¢. I work more closaly with Rolan,

12
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on the other side of the table there.

We are also going to do a
presentation for the Test Resactor Area, which is
my Waste Area Group. And Howard Blood is the
Environmental Protsction Agency rspresentative
for the othar two proposals that are presented
this svening.

I would 4ust like to smphasize that
we are involved in these projeacts from the
scoping phase and through the final snd point,
and at this stage in the process, we haven'’t
reached a decision, but we have agreed on a
recommendation, and your input at this point is
important to us. Bo we sncourage your
participation in the process.

MS. GREEN: Thank you, Linda.

with that introductory note, let’'s
move right into the presentation of the Paxrchaed
Water System at the Test Reactor Araa.

FPirst, 1 would like to introduce
Wolan Jensen, who is the DOE project manager for
that project. Nolan.

MR. JENSEN: What I'm going to try
to do tonight is not stand in front of my

slides, 8o 1g this a good spot? Can you see

13

Mon Nov 23 08:31:08 1992

Page 119



L L.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
22
24

23

past me?

AUDIENCE MENBER: We can ses
throagh you.

MR. JENSEN: Again, the three
projects we’'res going to talk about tonight are
the Parched Water System at the Test Reactor
Area, the Notor Pool Pand at the Central
Facilities Area and the Cheaical Evaporation
Pond at the Auxillary Reactor Area. 8o those
are thres different areas at INEL.

I guess before we mtart into this,
the first thing I would like to do Is talk te
you for just a few minutes about the process
that we do go through in coming to thease
recommendations.

It‘s kind of hard to take several
montha of work and reduce it down intce a ten or
fifteen minute presentation. It’'s kind of
frustrating for us sometimea, and perhaps for
you as well, but what I would like to do firet
18 go through the procesa and explain how we
coma to these recommendations, then we’ll go
through each project ao'you can see how wae step
through the proceas for each one of those

projects.

14
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1 Again, these are the thres sites.

2 Just a quick photograph. Thi“il the Test

3 Reactor Area. MNost of it anyway shows up on the
4 slide. These are sories of waste water ponds

5 out by the Test Reactor Area, and I'1ll be

6 talking about those a little bit more when I get
7 to that project.

This ils the Motor Poel FPond. I

9 believe this is the Lost River range that you

1¢ can see in the background. We’'re looking

11 northwast in this direction. This area right

12 here is the Motor Poul Pond -~ or what used to
13 be a pond, I guess I should say.

14 Then this is the Auxilliary Reactor
15 and this is the Chemical Evaperation Pond right
16 here. Again, it‘s what used to be a pond.

17 Okay. Let’s talk about tChe

18 overview of the process for just a minute.

19 rlrlt‘of all, how did we become a Superfund site
a0 and get into this process to bvegin with? Under
a1 the federsl law, it's referrad to as guperfund,
22 but it’s really called the Comprehensive
23 Environnental Response Compensation Liability
24 Act, and now you know why they call it
25 Superfund.

15
Mon Nov 23 08:32:17 1992

Page 121



wWw N e

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
ig
1
20
21
22
23
24

25

But it‘s set up to look at wites
that are potentially contaminated and
potentially poss a threat to human health and
the environaent. There is a scoring done by the
Environmental Protecticon Agency, and the INEL
went through that process and f{t was placed on
the National Priorities List at the end of 13989,
in Decenber of 1589.

Now, once we ars put on that list,
what does that mean? That means that we need to
go cut to the site, to the INEL, and look at all
the potential contamination sites out thers and
evaluate them and find out if they pose a
significant threat and if that needs to be
cleaned up.

That investigation process is
called a remedial investigation. And tonight
we’‘re going to ba talking about the three
renedlal investigations for three of the sites
out there, and they are the ones that we’'ve
mentioned.

Once the remedial investigation is
done, the three agencies cone to a
recommnendation. Tonight we’ve mentioned on

these three sites we’'ve come to & recommendation

16
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that there is no problem, there is no clsanup
neaded. But once we get to that point, we conws
to the public to find out 1f you agree with our

recommendations and help you understand how we

came to that decision, and then based on your input

we will make the decision, the final decision.
Ay Lisa said, that is documented in what is
called the Record of Decision. Once the
decisicon is made, then the decision is
implensnted.

Let me talk in just a little more
detail about the remedial investigation. The
investigation really is -- even though there 1s
a lot going on and a lot of things to conslder,
it’s not really complicated, as far as what
we’re trylng to accoaplish. The finvestigation
is just trying to anewer a couple gquestions.
Number one, what kind of contamination is out
there? How much? How concentrated? And then
given that concentratlon and the potential for
that contamination to reach either humans,
animals or whatever, what risk does that pose?
Is it a problem? 8o that’'s what that
investigation does. The first part, again, lis

characterization. "The second part ia the

17
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assessment of the risk.

Once the calculations have besan
done, there is & regulation known as the
National Contingenay Flan. It iz in the Code of
Federal Regulations. The Kational Contingency
Plan establishes ranges for risk that we compars
our calculationa to to determine if there is a
significant risk er unaccaptable risk.

EPA has established for
carcinogenis or cancer causing contaminants =&
range between one in 10,000 to one Lin one
million possible incidents of cancer. 8¢ what
we’‘re saying is, we do x caxcuintion and 1f we
tind out that the potential cancer crusing
contarinants at that site could caude & yisk in
this zange or below, then it’'s not a problem.
It ft’'s above this range, then wé need to
consider cleanup.

AUDIENCE MEXKBER: How much is this
range?

MR. JENSEN: The National
Contingency Plan was juat updated la March of
1990; is that correct? I think that was the
last update.

That'a for carcinogenic risk.

1l
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Nolan, that just
talks about excess cancer, right?

MX. JENBEN: Right.

AUDIENCE NIMBER: It doesn’t talk
about other things?

XR. JENSEN: No, that’s the next
part, 1’m getting to it. Thers is another part,
and that is other types of health effects. PFor
example, does this contaminant cause skin
rashes, high blood pranhuro; xidney damage,
liver damage, that kind of thing. 8o these are
the non-carcinogenic or toxic effects. And it‘s
lookad at a little bit differently. What i»
done in this case is a hazard index, what is
terned zs & hazard index i{a established. What
is done is thers are studies on all these
diffterent contaminante to find out‘at what level
or what is the highest level at which no adverse
cttcctlil shown,

So then we compare our leavel, the
leval of the contamination at the site, to that
level and find out 1f they are above this
number, this hazard index. I hope that was
clear.

But anyway, if vou’‘re beslow that

19
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pumber cne, what that says is there {ia clearly
no potential for any adverse haalth effacts.
That also takes into consideration senslitive
people for populations liks infants or sick
peopla, that kind of thing. If we’re above one,
then we need to consider cleanup.

That’s generally the process
that’s followved. HNow, at INEL we put together
an agresment, it‘s called the Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent Order. That is an
agreement betwesn the three agencies, DOE, EPA
and the States of Idaho, on how we’ll lmplemsnt
the Superfund procesa at INEL. That agreement
was signed on December 1991, so it was Just a
few months ago.

Because INEL is a bilg facility,
it’'s pretty tough to go out and look at
everything at once, so the National Contingency
Plan suggests that complex sites be broken up in
amaller piecea, So what we developed at the
INEL was this concapt of Waste Area Groups. And
a Waste Area Group essentially corresponds to
the different facilities at the IREL, with the
exception of WAG 10, and WAG 10 is specifically

looking at cumulative effects, pulling

20
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everything together and in particular locking at
the Snake River Plain Aquifer. So the three
aites that we’re talking about tonight are at
threes of those Waste Area Groups.

Now, those Waate Area Groups are
atill not small pleces of work, so0o they arae
turther divided into what is known as apsrable
unitsa. Basically, this is just a bite-size
chunk of work, something we can focus on and
determine 1f there is a problem.

Agein, these are the thres operable
units that we’'re looking at tonight. Then what
we will do tor each of these Waste Area Groups
is we will look at each of the operable unitas.
In the case of the Test Reactor Area there are
13 different operable units. The last operable
unit that we’ll consider will bs a comprehensive
investigation for all the Taest Reactor Area.
Once all of those are done, then they will roll
up inte this Waste Ares Group 10 comprehenaive
study.

We start with the small individual
sources, small individual pieces, look at then
cumulatively for each waste ar;u group or each

faclility, and then we’l]l do one last evaluation

21
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for the INEL LIn its entirety and focus on the
Snake River Plain Aquifer in that case.

S0 hopefully that will explain
where we‘xe going with these three projects and
how they are divided.

Any questions just on that general
process so far?

AUDIENCE KEMBER: I‘m wondering
about ~~ you talk about coxprehensive
investigation. You are talking about cumulative
impact, right?

MR. JENBEX: Right.

AUDIENCE MENBER: If you look at
each individual site, look at the cumulative
impact of each individual site when you're goling
through the process, but you’re not going ta
look at the cumulative impact of all these sites
until, what, 19997

MR, JENSEN: tt starts in 1998,
that last one.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is there any
nechanism for revisiting, say, the Perched Water
System under the TRA whan you get back to that?

KR. JENSEN: Yas. There is always

potential, If you find out something that was

22
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unexpected, that Record of Decision needs to be
revisited for surs.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 8o you’re not
going to close the book until that's done?

MR, JENBEN: Well, we'll close the
book a3 far as we come to & Record of Declsion,
but then if we come up with new Information that
sheds more light on the subject then we would
reopen it, if that‘s found to be necessary. But
not necessarily #o0, is what I'm trying to say.

Any other questions on the general
process before we start talking about aach
project?

The firat one that we’re going to
talk about is the Test Reactor Area, Perched
water System. Again, this is at Wasta Aresa
Group 2. WNow, the focus of this study was to
look at a body of water, which we call the
Perched Water Syatem. 1It‘'s a body of
groundwater baneath the Test Reactor Area. And
the focus of the study was to look at that
water, that psrched water, and the effect that
that perched water has on the Snake River Plain
Aquifer and determine if that posas a risk.

8o again, I ehowed you thiws

23
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photograph befors, thins is the Tast Reactor
Arsa. What happens is during ths operations of
these industrlal facilities at the Test Reactor
Area, the wastewater from those operations 1w
discharged through a serfes of ponds.

This one right here is called the
Warm Waste Pond. We talked to_you about that
ons about a year ago about the contaminants and
the sediments. This is called Cold Waste Pond.
These two are os-entilliy the ones that have
most of the water going into them and the Cold
Wastes Pond sspecially has the greater volume of
water going into it right now even though it°s
essentially clean water that’'s most of the
volume.

But anyway, as the wastewater goes
into these ponds it percolates through the
subsurface., As it percolates down through the
sediments in the pond, it sncounteérs layexs of
goil in the subsurface that aren’'t as permeable
as others. In particular, th.fo are two layers
beneath the Test Reactor Ares, two layers of
soil that slows down the water as 1t percolates
downward and it slows it down enough that the

water mounde or perches, Bo that‘s where the

24
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term perched water comes fyom.

Directly benesath ’¢ah of the ponds,
if there is enough water going into them, as it
encounters that first layer there is a amall
perching body of water. Then there is a larger
perched water body at sbout 130 fost.

Agaln, here is the Snake River
Plain Aquifer. I didn’t bring it up hers, but
you might have noticed this is a drill coxe of
the rock down there. Basically, the whole
subsurface is layered lava rock, basalts, this
is soms basalt and sedimentary interbeds, Jjust
regular sediments. 6o that’s kind of what the
rock looks like down there.

MS. GREEN: FNolan, could you
further explain that while that looks iike a
pool of water there, in fact it i8 within the
open spacas in that rock. 1 don‘t know 1f we
should pass thet around to pecple to look at.

MR. JENSEN: Larry, tell us 1f
there is anything to learn.

This is Larry Nann from tha USGS,.
In the subsurface, 1 guess some people have the
conception that there le a big body or a big

ocean down there, but really it’s just that tha

25
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water fille in the void spaces in the rock.
This basalt, this is a pretty solid piece of
rock. If you looked at it on a bigger smcala,
you would see there im fractures and cracks in
it.

Wwhat is really happaning is the
sedimentary layers of that might be sand or
gravel. There ia void spaces in that sand and
gravel and that is where the groundwater is. 1In
the basalts Lit’s probably mostly in the
fractures and the water is -1t£inq in those, but
it mounds up in thoss, sc there is kind of a
mounded -- maturated mound of water down thers.

Does that make senae?

MR. HOVLAND: You might also
mention the water is still going through the
perching zone slowly.

MR. JENSEN: Right. It doesn’t
stop it dead, but Lt slows it down enough that
it creates a mazs, 80 it doeas continus to flow
on down.

And what this is & picture of,
again, ia the boundary of the Test Reactor Area.
This Ls the pond that I referred to earlier.

This and the approximate cuter extent of that

26
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larger deep perched body. It’s about a little
lass than a mile long and about & half mile wide
when this picture was done, or this thing was

created,

¥here do wa get that information?
Basically all of these little &otl are
monitoring wells. The wells are located at
different levels, soms of them in the aquifer,
some of them up in the perched water itself.

But that’s where we get the information.

And what was done was not only look
to the water levels in thoss wells, but samples
were also collected from those wells and
analyzed for different contaminants.

Now, basically that explains how we
find out what Ls out there. Now, the next
Question 1s: Okay, we found out what’s out
there, how bad im 1t? That‘s what the risk
assessment part does.

ror that what I'm going to do is
turn the time over to Joe Gordon. Joe Gordon
from Dames & Moore out of Coleorado did wmost of
the work on this. Joe did the risk assassment
calculations, and I*11 let him talk about that.

MR. GORDON: Well, this is meant to

27
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sort of give you a graphic idea about what the
risk assessmant process is, The firset step 1is
you go out and you evaluate all the data at the
site, identify whether the contaminants ares a
concern at the site, then you use that data asnd
follow esssentially two parallel paths.

on the left there is the toxicity
apsssament where You svaluate those contaminants
of concern from a toxicity standpoint for both
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effecte. Then
in the exposurs assessment you svaluate how the
contaminants and water are flowing through the
solle over time as well as calqulatinq what the
contaminant uptake would bae to humans and
acological receptors. Then those two thinga are
put back tegether fn the risk characterization
at the bottom here, where you combine the
concentration and exposure to humans and
ecological receptors with what the dosa response
ie.

The data obtained during the site
characterization is screened down to fdentify
those contaminants, which are envisioned ta
contribute to at least one percent of the risk

at the aite. 5o that way we can focus the risk

28
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assessment on those things which are going to
dominate the riszk., The contaminants that are
highlighted there ars the cnes that turnad out
to be the most important In terms of risk
assessnent.,

Risks to humans were evaluated by
looking at the hypothetical expeosurs scenario in
which we envisioned that someone goss out and
lives at the sita right at the Test Reactor
Avea, installs a wall diractly below the Perchad
Water System into the Sneke River Plain Aquifer,
draws all of his water for domestic purposes
from that well, irrigates his crops, feeds his
livestock and he eats all of his vegetables and
livestock from the site.

Then we also evaluated ecological
receaptors. We looked at vegetation in terme of
uptake of groundwater by vagetation. We lookaed
at herbivores, who eat that vegetation alsc
consume groundwater that's pumped to the surface
and, in the procesas of irrigation, that soil
becomes contaminated and direcﬁ contact with the
s0oil as well as carnivores, who are exposad to
all these same pathways with the additicon of

congeumption of animale at the site.
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1 In order to evaluate the flow of

2 contaminants and wataer at the site, we

k] constructed a groundwater model, whose purpose

4 was to predict concentrations of contaminants

L] and water flow over time at the site.

6 One additional finding of note hers

7 1s that the Perched ¥Water System, Deep Perched

e Water System will disappear within seven years

9 after we shut down the Cold Waste Pond. And the
10 Cold Waste Pond was the one that Nolan mentioned
11 as the one pond which contributes most of the

12 water for tha Perched Water System. I think

13 about 90 percent of the Perched Water System

14 comes froem the Cald Waste Pond.

15 MS8. GREEN: Jce, I think you need
16 to say a little more about what that water is,
17? 1f you would.

18 MR, GORDON: The Cold Waste Pond is
19 essentlially clean water. (Cold means clean,

20 that’s what‘s ccld means there, and warm means
21 radiocactive. That's what the nomenclature is
22 there. The Warm Waste Pond, as you mMAY Or RNAY
23 not be aware, i3 being replaced with a linaed
24 pond now ax we speak. It‘s being constructed.
25 S0 I think -- correct me if I‘m wrong, but by
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based on ix the assumed reactor and TRA
operations for 15 years plus the fact that
regulations sxist that would requixse
inatitutional control for low level waste left
in place for 100 years. '

¥ow, those regulations would apply
to whoever owned that land, be it DOE, be 1t
another agency or be it a private person or
industry. So that's what the 125 ysars is based
on. And that was a polnt in time selected to
make one calculation. As Joe pointed out, we
make many othcr-culculltionl for other points in
time aiso, and the recommendation is basad on
all of those evaluations, not just the
calculation for 125 years.

NR. GORDON: This kind of gives you
the full spectrum there of over time what the
risk would be to someona who was living out
there. BSo what thia ie telling you that 1f
someone lived out theze in ten years the risk
would be acceptable.

AUDIENCE MEKBER: Well, isn’'t it
true that groundwater moves? §So why would we
even think that the same water would ba there in

12% vears?
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KR. GORDON: Well; the Perched
Water System, it’s true, the Perched Water
System will dissipate within seven years of the
Cold Waste Pond shutdown, but there are still
contaminants out at the saita there, and the
groundwater model that we coanstructed looked at
natural rain, percolation through the Warm Waste
Pond and through thae sediments that are thers
xight now., 8o this basically assuxes that we do
nothing else out at tha silte.

M8. GREEN! I'm not sure if we
really answered tha question.

AUDIENCE KEMBER: It wasn't really
a quaestion, it was an observation that this is
meaningless because that perched water won’'t be
there in 135 years, it will have dissipated
away.

ME. GREEN: I think the risk

|
assesament was based on water in the Perched

Water Systes moving to the aquifer and a well
baing drilled {n the aquifer right there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It wouldn‘t be
there, it would have moved on. This 1s what
water does.

MR. JENSEN: What it’s saying ie

a3
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that even though most of the parched water is
gone in seven years through rain or whatever,
those contaminants still could in small amounts
go down to the aguifer.

Like Joe sald, what was evaluated,
what Lf someone put that well right beneath tha
Test Reactor Area, what kind of contaminante
would they be expected to be drinking out of
that water over the years. And that was
evaluated through 125 years.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I guess what I'm
saying is we’re not concerned what 1s going to
be right there in 125 years, we’'re concerned
with what has moved on down.

M8. GREEN: And I think that’'s why
the ten-year, for example, the ten-year
evaluation, was made to get a nearer term impact
of what would move down from the perched water.
Unless you’'re talking about -- again, I'm
wearing ny DOE hat ~- if this -- you're talking
about past releases to tha agquifer baefare today;
is that what you’re talking about, is that what
your concern 1s?

AUDIENCE KEMBER: I'm saying that

the contamination that’s there right here, right
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now wouldn’t be there tomorrow, it moves, it
moves some, maybe it‘s a little, maybe -- but to
say that it -- o

MR. HOVLAND: I think it would help
if you would, maybe, define what "operable unit”
ie here and the fact that there is another
operable unit cut there that basically takes
cars of what has gone off of TRA, and it‘s the
WAG 10.

NR. GORDON: I think there is also
another operable unit, which is what is up at
the surface, what is in the Warm Waste Pond
ssdiments.

MR. HOVLAND: I think the idea is
that the computer model predicts the
voncentrations in the Snake River Plain in the
top twelve and a half feet di:;ctly beneath the
Perched Water System, and it‘s that contributlion
of the Perchaed Water System on the top of the
agquifer, which is very conservative, because
there is not a lot of mixing. You just look at
the top of it, and that is what is praedicted,
that defines this operable unit, the one we’'ra
addresaing. But this should really be pretty

well defined before we move on., I think it‘s a
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¢eritical issue,

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think what thas
concern ia it‘s not what is at tha site, it‘s
what moved off the site and on down the agquifer
towvards Magic Valley.

MR. GORDON: Let me addrese that, I
thought that might be where ycu’re getting.

This risk assessment actually evaluates the
saximum concentration and the maxinum iapact
that you could possibly get because it
calculates the risk to somecne who iastalls a
wall directly below the Perchad Water System
without dilution through the tnake River Plain
River Agquifer at some further downstream place.

MS8. GREER: Bo we basically
evaluated a more conservative scenaric than what
you have raised as a concarn and found that even
in that more exposed situation that thare is no
unacceptable risk to that person. £8o it follows
that if there Lls no unacceptable risk to people
drinking the water xight near there within ten
years, that there would not be any greater risk
to people further away.

Anything that‘s already in the

aquifer, any contamination that’s already in the
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aquifer today 18 going to be evaluated, as Joe
said, undar both the TRA Comprehensive
Investigation and then a couple years after that
the WAG 10 Investigation. I think at this time
saybe, Larry, can you shed some light on the
issue that's been ralsed here?

MR. NANN: Well, thexe is a hltﬁory
of 40 years of wastevater disposal, 1.s,
around 1952 when it all started. And wa've -=-
we being thae Geological Survey, have tracked
many of those contaminants as far &e efight or
nine miies south of the point at which they were
injected in the aquifer or expased to a
percolation pond.

In that eight-mile distance you can
pick stuff up, there is ao question about that.
The gquestion from & health and safety
standpoint, which we have to look at too, is
along the leading edge of that plume that ia
developed in the aquifer with epecific
contaminants {in it, that’s a method of detection
limit, that's usgually tive percent or less of
any maximum contaminant level set for drinking
water by Efl.

S0 yeah, concentrations of
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contaminante, I think there was a tritium
driver there from -- well, in 1235 years the
tritium would be gone because of radioactive
decay, that’s in ten half-livaes and ten
half-lives it wouldn’t be there. You wouldn’'t
bs able to distinguish it from background
concentrations. And tritiua does occur
naturally in water as well as from the
atnospheric testing program.

With the other, codbalt and
chromium, cobalt has a five year half-life, it‘s
going to be gone. The chromium, I guess, would
probably be the real risk driver for anything
after 125 years. It’s reactive, so it‘s still
going to be in the aquifer, but Lt will be,
number one, diluted and number two, it will be
absorbed out, It will b; immokrilized and attach
itself to a rock rather than being in the water.
And I think that‘'s what the risk analysis shows.

M3. GREEN: But before 125 years.

AUDIENCE MENBER: The thing that
really bothers me about -~ yeah, the dilution
will be the solution for this, but we have all
these many, many projects out there, many, many

wadte thinga that are going on and if dilution
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is the solution to all of those, then pretty
soon, yot know, 1998 or whataver Lt is rolls
around and we do our comprshensive look at what
all the different contaminants are doing to our
aguifer and we go, oh, gee, we have a big
problem. Well, we already know that now. Why
are we letting dilution be the solutioa?

K5, GREEN: I think Nolan er
someone on the project, 1 think we need to
emphasize the basis for our recommendation ise
not relying on dilution. We nead to emphasize
that.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, dilution in
tima. What elsa is it then?

K5, GREEN: I think the other
factor that’s being heavily relied on ia the
characteristics of absorption into soll and that
type of thing, decay and absorption. And I'1l
turn it back over to the technical people.

HR. GORDON: What we did was wve
lcoked at the worst, really the worst place that
we could possibly put a well, and it's only as a
point of departure to look at othex places where
you could put wells where dilution becomes a

factor. Okay, but we didn’t look at dilution
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beyond the worst place you cculd put & well.

AUDIENCE MENBERt To me it seems
like if you’re not going to clean it up, then
you’‘re letting dilution clean it up.

MR. JEN3SEN: W¥hat we’'re trying to
say is we don‘'t need to let dilution clean it
up. It’s clean without dilution. It‘s not
posing a risk without dilution. 8o that was the
whole point where dilution occurs. V¥We’re not
saying it doesn’t, but what we try to evaluate
i¢ what if someone put a well at a spot before
dilution occcurred? And what we’re finding out
is that even in that worst case, it's not a
problem or in ten years it won't bae & problem.

That’'sa not to say that, you kaow,
we like the fact that there ia contasination
down there or anything like that. In fact, the
reason that we‘re doing thie one so gquickly and
we started this investigation sbout almost a
year before the IAG was even signed, this
agreement was even signed, because we knew thare
was contamination down there and we knew it was
a prilority and we needed to find out if there
was a problen. Sc we tried to look at the worst

case wo could to find ocut 1f that were a
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problem, and what we’'re saying is even in the
worst possible case cf scmeone putting a well
right therxe, we think it‘s okay. In ten years
it’s not going to be a problem.

MR. HOVLAND: Larry, you have
loeoked at quite a few wells out there. What is
a typlcal well screen for a rasidential well?
It’s a lot more than 12 feet.

MR. MANN: You'd be looking at 50
to 100 feet in most of those areas.

MR. HOVLAND: The significance of
that 4is with a larger screen there in a
residential well you get a lot more mixing of
aquifer. With a 12 foot screen at the top of
the aguifer there is virtually no mixing, and it
would be a very conservative highest
concentration.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Isn’'t that
dilution., 1Isn‘t that what dilution is?

MS. GREEN: No, what we're sayling
i we didn't rely on {t baecause¢ we used a 12
foot scresn rather‘thah a 50 foot screen to
evaluate it.

NR. HOVLAND: That was the point

there, with a 12 foot screen you‘d have
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virtually no dilution, thus giving you a very
conservative approach to looking &t the worst
case scenarios with this well.

MS. MEYER: I think wa should
claxify too, it disn’t exactly wa’re not deing
anything. The Warm Waste Pond_i- going to be
taken off line shortly here and that‘s the
source of the contaminants.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Why don‘t you
close it down now? You’ve known about it since
when?

MS. GREEN: 1It‘s in the process.
When it was determined to be a problem, thera
was a reguest made for funding. The INEL made a
request for funding to replace the pond. It’'s
taken this long to do the planning and the
permitting, and now conatruction is taking place
this summer. And the construction of the liner,
at least, will be completed during the summer.

I can't tell you the exact timi frane for
actually using the lined pond instead of the
unlined pond.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 8o what is in the
unlined pond would be moved over to the lined

pond or 1s it going to evaporate?
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MR, HOVLAND: Actually that‘s
another opaerable unit. Last year we had soae
mestings on the proposed plan for the interim
action for the Warm Waste Pond sediments.
That’s currently in the resedial -~ part of that
Record of Decision and treatabllity studies are
going on right now to work out what is the -oit
efficient way of removing the contaminants.

MS. GREEN: And the water that is
proiantly going in the unlined ponds would be
diverted to the lined pond.

MR. JENSEN: If you went out and
looked at that pond right now, it‘s almost dry.
S0 there’s not much water in there.

MR. GORDON: I think another point
to make here on the ten-year sconario is that
the Test Reactor Ares is still going to be
operating in ten years. S0 no ons is going to
be living there and drinking that watez even in
ten years,

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What is in the
cald pond?

MR. GORDON: The Cold Waste Pond?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

MR. GORDON: It’'s uncontaminated
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watar. MNavbe someone else -—-

NR. HOVLAND: 1It’s basically just
cooling watar.

MR. GORDON: It’s cooling water
from the reactor.

AUDIENCE NEMBER: It must be
wastewater otherwiss you wouldn‘t be calling it
wasta.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: . It‘s ahove
groundwater that i{s used for cooling water.

MR, JENSEN: I think it is
sonething like air conditioning units, they pump
the water through those to cocl down and the
heat exchangers in that water is also going in
there. But that also monitors that water
continually to make sure that there aren‘t
contaminants going in there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But it says in
the little thing that 1if it carries 83 percent
of the total volume of water even though that
water is not contaminated, which would also
contribute to driving down contaminants, that
volume of watear. A

NR. GORDON: Well, it does

contribute to the total volume of water, yes,
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It does not significantly contrxibute to the
driving of contaminants. JTf we stopped
discharging, the contaminants are going to go
down within seven years.

AUDIENCE NENBER: If you have a
large voluma of watar, ;t will be, or won‘t 1it?

M8. GREEX: Joe, wasn‘t a risk
assessnsnt done assuming that Lt remalined in
cperation?

MR. GORDON: Right. It assumed
that we continue operations of the Cold Waste
Pond actually for 25 more years. And that’s the
end of operations and decomaissioning of the
Teat Reacter Axea, then the 100 year to control
pericd. 8o actually assume the Cold Waste Pond
operations continue for the next 235 years.

Wall, similarly we calculated the

potential adverse affects from nomn-carcinagenic

contasinants and found thomae also to be
acceaptable for both 125'nnd 10-year scenarios.

8¢ Ln summary, there are currently
no unacceptable risks -- well, there are no
risks to current residents, obviously, since the
site is restricted. And the risk to a

hypothetical resident living at the site would
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becomne acceptable wlthlp ten yearws.

I guess with that, I’1ll turm it
back cver to Nolan.

HS. GREEN: You'll have an
opportunity for more guestioans and answers on
this plan after Nclan does his presentation, he
only has a couple more slides. So there is
plenty more copportunity fox questions and

ARAVWELSE.

MR. JENSEN: Basically, I'm just
going to go through the conclusions now. ﬁa
already mentioned, based on a Fick assessnent we
don’t think we need to do anything to clean up
the water; hovwever, recognizing that this was
basaed on a dynamic systhm and a groundwater
modal, a computer model that made these
pradictiona, we still need to keep an eye on it.
It doesan’t mean we just walk away and forget
about it.

S0 the recommendation is that we
continue to moniter the situation. The
regulations, National Contingency Plan, as I
talked about earlier alsc talks about five-year
reviews, or it talks about the agencies will

need to ¢go back and look at this decision at
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least every five years. It may happen more
often than that.

80 what we’re saying is that even
though we’'re recommending that we don't need to
clean up the water, we still need to keep an eye
on the situation and review it periodically to
make sure that the assumptions that we basad ihe
decislon on, or the recommendation on, are
correct.

Naybe 1’1l give you & real quick
idea of what we mean whan we say monitoring.
This wasa a question that came up at our meeting
last night. Assuming that after public comment
that we do go ahead and implement this decisiocn,
basically what we will do is develop a plan for
monitoring this. What we‘ll have to do -- and
wa've talked about it scae already, is we’ll
have to decida what contaminants wa nead to
monitor.

Obviously, we already know which
onss are of greatest concern., Tritiaom and
chromium are two of those that wa need to
monitor. We also nead to take out of that slide
I showed you with all the wells on it, we would

pick mome of those wells, some key wells, some
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in the aquifer and soms in the pexched water in
order to ksep track of that situation to make
sgre that 1t beshaves like we expect it will.

Also we need to look at the
frequency, whether we take samples four times a
year, once a vyear, that kind of thing. And then
at what point or what information do we gat that
helps us decide that, yeah, things behaved as we
thought they would, we can stop monitorxring now,
or on the other hand it didn’t behave like we
thought it would, we need to go back and look at
it again.

S0 that’s the idea when we msay
we're golng to monitor, that’s the idea that
we're talking about.

Okay, that‘s {t. Any other
questions?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is it okay 1if I
ask & question?

M8, GREEN: I was going to say for
the general qguestion and answer session, 1f you
could use the microphone.

AUDIENCE NEMBER: On page A-3 it
says the Warm Waste Pond {s currently used only

for dieposal of reactor cocling water containing
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low level radiocactivity. And I would like to
know how low is low. Thera is not anything aelse
that tells us what that means.

HME. GREEN: Nolan, do you have
information on that current disposal?

MR, JENSEN: Well, the point that I
was trying to make was In 1970, I believe it
wasg, one of the other key contaminants,
chromium, they stopped uvsing that. What
chromium was used for was 1t H;l a rust
inhibitor in the cooling procaess. Bo that
cooling water had chromium in it. They stopped
using chromium in 1970, I think -- wasp’'t it?
1972 something like that. 6o thers 1is no more
chromium aven going into the pond.

There used to be thres reactors
running, now there is only one, s0 just based on
the fact that there are fewer operations going
on, there are fewer contaminants going in. But
I have aleo talked to pesople about ia that the
amount of contaminants, radioactive
contaminante, in that water has even baean
reduced through a treatment précass. But I
dan't know, off the top of my hsad, how much is

treated. It used to not go thraugh that
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treatment process.

MS. GREEN: Do we have that
information in the RI?

MR. GORDON: It's in the RI Report.
Like tritium Iinformation tho:c.ll between 100
and 200 curies pex year discharged to the Wara
Waste Pond over the last few years.

MS. GREEN: Over how many gallons?
Did you want the total amount or wers you
looking at concentrations?

AUDIENCE MENMBER: Well, I was
looking at cesiusm.

¥M8. GREEN: Concentrations of
cesium coming out of the water?

MR, SMITH: Lisa, while thay are
looking that up, c¢an you explain what a RI
Report 1s? I'm not sure evaryone knows what
that report is.

MS., GREEN: I‘ll put ay DOE hat on
again. An RI is a Remedial Investigation
Report. We have coples on the back table that
wers developed for esach of the three projects,
and the RI report summarized all of the data
that was used to make the recommendation to

calculate the risk and it alsoc explains how the
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risk was calculated and sumnarizes that.

MR. JENSEM: That‘s another good
point. This proposed plan, the smaller document
that you all receaived in the mafl, if you’re on
the malling list, that is just a condensed
summary of the Remedial Investigation Report.
The actual report is a lot bigger and has a lot
nore information in it. Where is the closest -~
like Linda nentioned, those reports are located
in Twin Palls.

MS. BAIRD: The official repository
is in the Twin Falls Public Library, but we also
have coples of all of thosae documents in our
office as well.

MR, GORDOR: Golng back to your
question. Over the last fow years there have
been about ten million gallons par year
discharged in the Wara Waste Pond. Our nusbar
for 1990 for tritium -~ I mean for cesium-137
was zeyc., For the year before it was .01 cuxies
of cesium-137, before that it was .02. I mean
it essentially has dropped off.

MS. GREEN: This ig the gueation
and answer session for the Perched Water System

for TRA. Before we move into the ofrficial
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conment period, 1f you would rather not come to
the mnicrophone, please fael fraos to write your
guestion on a card and raise your hand and Reusl
Smith or Mike Coe will collect the cards and
bring them up to the appropriate pearson to
answer the guestion.

If would you like to use the
microphone, please fea]l free to do so. I just
ask that you please provide one question at a
time so that we can anawer the first one hefore
we go on to the second one. Do we have any
gquestions, any more questions on the Ferched
Water Proposed Plan?

With that, I guess we'll move on to
the oral comment portion of this aeeting to
receive formal comments for the recerd on the
Ferched Water Proposed Plan.

During this portion of the mesting,
the agenciee will listen to your comments, but

we will not respond to them tonight., They will

‘be responded to in the Reaponsiveness Summary

that will eventually be in the Record of
Decision after a decision haa been reached.
I remind you again that a tape

recorder is in the back for anyone who wants to
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make a comment but wishes to do so in privacy.

If somebody ﬂakﬂl‘l statement which
DOE, EPA or the Btate would like some
clarification about, or would like additional
information to clarify what the comment is, we
may ask you for some clarification. This 1is
just to make sure that we understand the comment
s0 that we can evaluate it for the final
decision.

Reuel, do¢ you know how many people
have signed up to make officlal comments?

MR. SMITH: We had two qQuestion
marks mo far.

MS. GREEM: I guess I‘ll ramind you
that written commaents have the-same waight as
oral comments, and any comment that we receivse
by the close of the comment period on August 5th
will be considered in making the decision and
will bae responded to in the Responsiveness

Summary. I1f you would like to make an oral

comment and can’t fit all of your comments into

the five minute pericd, or think of something
after you go home, please fe9l free to submit
the additional written comments pricr to August

Jth.
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1 With that, can I sese a show of

2 hands for peopls who would like to make oral

3 comments for the record. 80 we have one person.

4 Would you like to make your comaent

5 at this time?

6 AUDJENCE MENBER: XNy name ia

? Carolyn Hondo from Burley. I'm speaking on

behalf of the FOCUS area group. Please bear

 § with me, these are kind of like notes that I’m

10 reading from.

11 ¥e wotld l1ike to see the

12 information on how low are low levels of

13 radloactivity which is in the brochure instead

14 of having Lt say low. It would be more helpful

1s for us that can’t run down te Twin Palls and

16 loock up a bunch of stuff,

17 ¥e fmel that continued use of the ]

18 Warm Waste Pond is the clearest indication of

19 INEL's misguided priorities. Not only is INEL

20 continuing to add radioactive contaminants to a #T2-1
21 cleanup site, which has been identified for over P20
22 five years, but also the additional water will

23 continuae to reach previous contaminations

24 further down into the agquifer. N

as Moreover, the Environmaental gﬂiﬁ
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1 Protection Agency and the Btate of Idaho are |
‘3 reniss in their respective eanforcement 2.2
;3 responsibilitiaes for not closing down the Test P20
4 Roactor Area pond.
5 EPA and the State would have full i
€ racognition, RCRA has the mixed waste sites, and
7 therefore under their jurisdiction ths plan
8 fails to mention that the TRA has 49 solid waste
9 managenent units. These include leaching ponds,
10 underground tanks, rubble piles, cooling towars,
11 wastes Injection wells, trench drains and &Eﬁ
12 assorted spills where hazardous and mixed wastes
13 exist. A reader of INEL’s Plan might be led to
14 beliave that the Warm Waste Pond and the
15 contaminated perched water are the only problenm
16 areas at TRA. Additionally, the pond has been
17 in continucus use for 35 years. B
ig We guestion DOE’s characterization ]
iy of the size to the perched water contamination
20 pPlumes because of the location and depth of the
21 monitoring wells. The State ¢f Idaho’s review
2z stxongly suggests that wells along the north and §2%4
a3 northeast margin of the networkX are too deep to
24 intercept or represont water levels in the desep
25 parched water zone. That is, the deep perched
55
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1 water sone may extend farther to the north and WT2-4
a northeast than pravicusly recdgnissd By DoX. _901
3 whe Plan’'s liating af contaminants i

4 fails to 1list Lladine«l29 and pletonium~238, 230

[} and 340, whioh werse fouad ip the PRA leach pond

& plapkton Ln ¢onawntratién rangea from 40,080 to

7 400,000, 4y
L] Due ¢o {edine-~1i4’'s 17 miliion year

9 halt=lite and plttonlum’s 24,000-year halfw~life,

10 these ieatopes are condidersd parmanent

11 contaminants in the snvironment hy LPA. ]
12 Readers of the Plan dedezve more ]
13 information than they exceed federsl eate
14 drinking water standarxds er a footnota =mtating a

12 standard of 4 millizem per year, The atendard
1z for ommium~137 which Ln not mtated {n the
17 brochure im 200 picoturiem par liter., This gﬂ%ﬁ
18 places cesium=-137 1,315 times over tha drinking

19 watar setandard. Amariclum-2d1 Ls 140 times
30 over, etrontium-50 18 370 times Over, and
21 tritium in $2 times over the drinking water
22 standaxd. ]
23 TRA 1fes i{mmadiately less thapn tweo ]

24 alles up gradisnt to the big Lsat River, ¥T2-7
28 connidurable uncertainty exists as to P08
3¢
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1 contaminant transport time within tha aquifer
2 due to the sexistenca of lava tubes, etc., in a gE%T
3 veary non-homogenetic geology of the Snake Riverx
4 Plain Aquifer. Moresover, DCE’s contention that 7
5 there is no current use of the perched water or
6 contaninated Snake River Aquifer in the vicinity ET%S
7 of TRA and that only considered use of the area )
8 in 125 years is totally unju'eifled.
9 Plutonium-2138, 239 and 240 -
10 concentrations in the TRA leach pond as
11 previously cited has been studied at length in =&
12 1987 INEL report. This report stated that the
12 highest plutonium concentrations was found in
14 net plankton.,. Plankton concentration ratios
15 ranged from 40,000 to 400,000 for the plutonjum
186 isotopes and varied with sampling dates. These
17 values reflect to efflciency with which
18 plutonium is taken up by plankton.
19 The plutonium figures are relevant
20 when considering that the migratory water fowl
21 are eating the plankton and moving off eite, and
22 potentially into Idahoans’ diet. Two other DOE
23 sites, Savannah River a;td Oak Ridge, have had
24 problems contalning radiocactivity on site.
25 The decimsion by the state, #T2-9
P-24
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1 DOE-Idsaho and EPA to do nothing on interim
2 actions on the TRA perched water ie an affront gtﬁg
3 to common sense and demonstrates blatant )
4 disrsgard for ldaho’s most valuable resource,
5 groundwater. Contaminated water in the perched
6 zones must be pumped and treated to minimiza
7 further migration into the rest of the aquifer.
8 The federal government must never again be
9 allowed to foul our waters and just walk away. $T§§‘°
10 Monies currently being channeled into nuclear
11 materials production would more than adegquately
12 fund environnental restoration such as & pump
13 and treat.
14 MS. GREENt Ma'am, we have a -
13 clarification.
16 MR, HOVLAND: We have a point or
17 two we want to get clarified. In the 1987 INEL
18 Report, Bo we can address this comment, do you
1% have the specific reference for that and which
20 pond specifically?
21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: On the plankton?
22 MR. HOVLAND: On the plankton.
23 AUDIENCE MEKBER: What I have is
a4 some nusbers DOE-Idaho-12111 at 389.
25 MS. GREEN: Is there anyboedy else
58
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who has changed thelir mind and would like to
make an oral comment for the record?

Okay, 1f there are no other
comments to be made at this time, why don‘t we
take about a fifteen minute break befors we
start the second half of this meating.

(A recess was taken.)

NS. GREEN: If anybody is
interested, there is a copy of the Record of
Decision on a separate action,‘the Ordnance
Interim Action, if you’d like to see an sxample
of & Record that dagcribes the clesanup that will
be undertaken for the ordnance remedial action.

It also includes the Repponsiveness
Sumnary. 8So {f you want to see an example of
how commente are incerporated and readponded to
in a cleanup decision, there are copiles of the
Raecord of Decision for the ordnance project in
the back of the room.

From here on out we’ll be talking
about the Motor Pocl)l Pond and the Chemical
Evaporation Pond Proposed Plana. We have
conbined these two projects because they are
gimilar in several wavs. TheyAare both

relatively small units. They are both pond
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sediments, ponds that are no longer used.

We used a similar approach in
svaluating them, and we’re coming forth to the
publi¢ with the same proposal of No Action for
both of thenm.

1 would also like to reintroduce
representative managers for both of these sites,
for EPA and the State Dio. Sitting to my right
ie Dave Frederick. He’s the manager for the
Motor Pool Pond project. To his right -~ I
better look next time. Bitting to ay right is
Tom Stoops, the project manager for the Chemical
Evaporation Pond, and to his right is David
Yredarick, the manager for the Motor Pool Pond.
on your far right end of the other table is
Howard Blood, who 18 the EPA manager for both of
these projects.

With that, Nolan, I'll turn things
back over to you. HNolan is going to give you a
very brief presentation summarizing the Motor
Pool Pond investigation, and then wa’ll have an
opportunity for quesations of clarification on
his project. Then we‘ll move on to a
presentation on the Chemical Evaporation Pond,

followed by & very brief opportunity for
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gquestions of clarificatlon. Then we would like
to throw it open to more general questions and
answers on either one of thess two
investigations.

After all of those opportunities
for questions and answers, then we wi{ll have the
formal commaent period to receive verbal comments
on both of the projects. 8o with that, Nolan,
take 1t away.

NR. JERSER: Thank you. I got to
be involved with bath of these two projects so
you have to hear me again.

Like Lisa said, the next two
projects are very gim!ilar. They are both ponds,
or what used to be ponde, and now we’rs looking
at the sedimenta in those ponds to find out Lf
those sediments pose a risk. 8So again, that’s
what the bottom of this slide points out ia that
we're focusing on those sediments in the ponds.

This firat one ias the Motor Fool
Pond at CFA. Here {8 a photograph of it. This
photograph was just taken a couple waeks ago.
It‘s just a small pond. It was taken out of uae
in 1995, sc as you can see, there is no water in

there any longer. This sign right here, if you
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can see that, is each of the sites that are
going to be investigated uvnder the agreement
that I talked about earlier. The IKEL hax ona
of these signs placed there to point it ocut.
That’s about it on the pond,

Let me talk for a minute about what
went on here. This is the service station ocut
at the Central racilities Area. The Central
Facilities Area is kind of the central lccation
that has a lot of administrative functions for
the entire INEL. It has things like the
warshcusas there, the central wareshouse, there
is a cafeteria, a large cafetaria, several
functione. One of those was this service
station for the fleets and the sgquipment out
there.

A you can seo, It’'s a little Dbit
bilgger than the norxal service station you have
here in town, but that’e the kind of function
that it served.

¥hat this is a picture of one of
bays insides of the servicae lt;tion. And as the
vehicles and equipment were brought in for
service to change the ot} and that sort of

thing, contaminants ware wacshed off or fell off
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the vehicles and went down into this grate
inside. Then also on the ocutside of the
bullding, there was this wash arsa, a wash bay.
Ar aquipment was washed here, the wash watar
went into this grate, it went into a sunp, the
sumnp then fed a pipeline. This is the bullding
here, the service station, and the pipeline fron
those two sunps came oﬁé here and discharged
finto thie ditch right just back behind -- you
can‘'t see it, but it was right i{n this area,
then it flowed through thiz ditch, and then
again into the Notor Pool) Pond. 8So that is how

the contamination got there.

Row, what was done was saveral
samples were collected of the sediments in the
pend. They were collected between 0 and 15
feet. There were 51 sanples collected, That's
esgentially what was done.

What wa found was, again, after
going through the process that was described
earller, this is the list of contaminants, and
the ones that ware found to pose the greatest
risk and the key ones are the ones that arxe

highiighted herae.

S0 basically now we’‘vae answarad
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that first question: What is cut there?

Now, the next question 1ws: How bad
ia it? ¥hat was done to evaluate the risk, was
f£irst of all, we looked at both the risk to
workars at the Central Facllities Area and then
wa also 106k.d at the risk of somsone who would
live there in the future, someone who would
build a house thare. 1In both cases what we
looked at was what would be the risk to that
person if they inhaled the sediments in the pond
1f they were bhlown up for some_roalon. if it
cane into contact with your skin, or what would
happen with soil ingestion? We say eating the
dirt, but howaver -~ also direct exposure to the
contaminants, the radiocactive contaminants,.

Should I clarify soil Ingestion?
Did I make that confusing? That’s basically if
you get dirt on your hand, if you were to esat
something and vour hands would geat on your
sandwich, that kind of thing. Any way that you
could actually get those sediments 1nto your
body, that’s what we’'re talking about.,

What wae found was that for the
current mituation out there, for the workers at

the site, for carcinogenic riak, cancer causing
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risk, that comes out to about ona in ons
million, the risk rangse,

Now, lcoking into the future, in
the case that someone could go there and live
and live at the pond, again, those same pathways
ware lookaed at, the inhalation, the dermal
contact, the same pathways, if someone were to
go ocut there and live, we looked at both 100
yeares in the future and 30 yeaxrs in the future,

Aftay doing the calculations for
tha cancar-causing coantaminants, as you can see
for the 30~year time frame it falls right in
there. I don’‘t remember the exact number, but
you can sae for the 100 years they are about the
sane, and they fall within what is considered to
be the acceptable range by the federal
regulationa. That’s for cancer causing
contaminants.

For the non-cancer-causing
contaminants, or the toxic contaminante, it fell
below the hazard index of one. So agajin,
according to the EPA criteria, it does not pose
an unacceptable risk.

80 as a gQuick conclusion, based on

those risk numbers the agencieasa are, again,
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reconmmending that No Action be taken because
there i{s no unacceptable risk at the site.

K8, GREEHII With that; I would like
to take a couple minutes to saee if anybody haa
any specific quastions to clarify Nolan‘s
presentation that they would like to amk to
clear in thelir minds the presentation.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a
question., Why did you go down to 15 feat and
then stop? Is that the point where you found no
more contaminants? Is this a number that
somebody picked?

MR. JENSEN: Xick, you took those
samples, right? '

¥R. STANISICH: Yes. That’'s whaere
the basalt begine at 15 feet, some places it‘s
cleoser, some places -~ the maximum extent of the
sediments is 15 feet, sometinmes it‘s only a
couple feet.

MR. JENSEN: Where they hit the bhed
Tock.

Anything else?

HMR. GREEN: There will be an
opportunity for general questions and answars

after we conplete the Chemical Evaporaticn Pond
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presentation here. Thank you, Nelan.

¥With that, I would like to
introduce Randy Sargelt. Randy is the Waste
Area Group % manager for EGiG Idaho. And the
Chenical Evaporation Pond is within Waste Area
Group 5, 80 he’s going to present the
information te¢ support our proposal on thse
Chemical Evaporation Pond.

MR. BARGELT: As iian mentioned,
I will be talking about Operable Unit 5-10, the
Chemlical Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary
Reactor Area, which is contained within Waste
Area Group 5. At the Motoer Pool Pond this
investigation fs confined to the sadiments that
were there but are not in the pond at this time.

This is a photograph of the
Auxiliary Reactor Area 1. The Auxiliary Reactor
Area is composed of four different facilities.
This e one of the facilities within that area.
These are two of the buildings there. This is
the building that actually discharged to the
pond between 1971 and 1988. This picture was
taken when the pond was in operations.

If you notice here, you’'ll see that

the pond does have some watermarks, the
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vegetation is green, denoting that it was
putting water out thers and the vegstation was
tasding off the water and some of the wastss
that were in it. -

This iea a schematic of the area.
And as I mentioned, these are those two
buildinga, Building 627 housed -- during that
period of operation of the Evaporation Pond --
housed print shops, materials testing lab and a
radiclogical lab. And water was discharged in =
300 foot pipe to the Chemical Evaporation Pond
here. And from our sampling, we noticed --
you‘ll see the star, an area of about 100 square
feot that did have the highesat concentration of
contaminants.

This is ancther photograph of the
pond. If you racall, the previous photograph
wherae the green vegetation was, thls was taken
about two weeks ago -- you’ll sea the vegetaticn
now has died. There has been no discharge to
the pond since 1988. The area where that star
was in the previous schematic was right here.
Thig area here 100 square feéeet -~ e@xcuse me, the
area of the star right here 1s about 100 aquare

feet and right in here 1g an area where we

68

Mon Nov 23 09:08:25 1992

Page174



10
i1
12
13
14
15
1¢
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

noticed the most contamination.

This 1»s another view locking to
the north, and therasa is the vegatation there and
the bulilding that they feed it. You can see
this berm here where the pipeline was buried
that fed into this area right here.

From this point on the
pressntations are very similar to the Motor Pool
Pond. During our site characterixzation or
sampling, we did sample the pond in 15990,
approximately 160 sawmples wore_taknn in 40
different locations within the pond area, not
just within the 100 square feet, but the pond is
actually fairly large ai you saw in the previous
photographe. Sedimentes were sampled from the
surface to a maximum depth of four feet. That
was the top of the basalt. And also the
sediments in that area, because the basalt is so
close to the surface, averages two feet in
thickness. We determined the nature and extent
of contamination from that sampling.

Another familiar alidea. Thase
were the conptaminants of concern that we did
identify through the risk assessment as a result

of the sampling that identifies the screening
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process in the risk assessment. And the
contaminante, specifically radionuclides, are
the ones that were risk factors in this project.

Again, we used the same risk
scenarios: occupational, which Ls now, and
residential at 25 years -- excuse @e, J0 years
and 100 years to evaluate the xisk for a
residaential population that may live on the
site. Evaluating the lﬁna pathways, being
inhalation of dust, direct exposures to fonizing
radiation, contact with your skin or ingesting
the s0il similar to the way that Nolan describad
it.

By the way, the ARA facilitlieg all
have been -- there is nothing working out there
at this pond. There are facllities that are
schaduled to be dismantled over the next period
of time.

S0 there are very few workers that
actually go to the site; ha-lc&lly the people in
environmental restoration or
security~type people, or the pecple involved in
actually decommissloning the facflities.

So there 1s restrictsed accesse to

the area. The current occupational scenario,
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which means right now, the rlsi is two excess
cases of cancer in ten million.

The future residential scenaxioc in
100 yeara from now, you'll notice the facllity
is gone. The evaporation pond is no longer in
use, and if you set up & residence naxt to the
pond within that facility, the future
residential risk will be cons excess case of
cancer in onse ailllo;.

For the carcinogenic riask, both at
the 100-year scenaric and the J0-year scenario,
both risks fall within the acceptable risk
range. At 30 ysars from now there was two
excass cases of cancer in one million, at 100
years from now there would be one excess case in
one million.

In the hazard index for
non-carcinogenic contaminants it would be .05
and we would expect no adverse health effacts
from the other contaminants that you saw in the

pravioua alide.

S0 the recommendation of the
agencies is no further action, because thils site
does not pose an unacceptable risk to human

health and the environment.
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MS. GREEN: ‘That it does not pose
an unacceptable risk?

MR. BARGELT: Does not pose an
unacceptable risk.

NE. GREEN: Thank you, Randy.
Bafore we move on to the genearal guestion and
answer sassion, does anybody have any epecific
questions of clarification on gnythinq that
Randy had in his presentation?

With that, I°1) opan it up to
genara)l guestions on either tha Chemical
Evaporation Pond that Randy discussed or the
Motor Pool Pond that Nolan discussed.

Does anybody have any questions
that they would like to ask of the technical
folks up here before wa begin the formal oral
comment session?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My gquastion is
the health studies in terma of risk factor.
Were they based on effecte and risks to adulte?
Were children considered?

MR, JENSEN: Basically, when youn
look at the hazard index and the risk range that
18 considered to be acceptable in the

regulationa, those nunbers are established basad
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on {f, like, infants were exposed to that. §o
those nuabers are established assuming that
already. Did that make aonao?_

AUDIYNCE MENBER: Yas.

NE. GREEN: Any other questions out
there before we open 1t'up to receive formal
oral comments on both of these plans?

Okay. W¥With that, let’s get
started on the portion of the meeting that 1is
designed for you to provide your oral testimony
to DOE, EPA and the State regarding both the
Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation
Pond Proposed Planw.

Again, as in the Perched Water
sassion of the meeting, we’ll listen to your
comments, but will not respond to them tonight.
That will be done Iin the Rospoﬁllvene:l sSummary
after we have had an opportunity tec evaluate
those comments and their impact and incorporate
them into a decialon.

If someona makas a statement for
which you folks would like additional
clarification, additional information to clarify
the comment, we will be asking the comméentor

for clarification 8o we can be saure that we
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understand that commant.

Again, for the record please stata
your name and spell 1t and identirfy which plan
you‘re making your comments on before you make
your comments.

Reuel, du we have peopla identified
whoe would 1like to make oral comments?

MR. SMITH: I balieve it’s the ?ano
question marks. Some may have decided to
commnent during the presentation.

MS. GREEK: With that, I would like
to see a show of hands for those of you who
would 1ike to make formal oral comments on
aither the Chenical Bva;oration Pond or the
Motor Pool Pond. So we have ONQ person.

S8ince you‘re the only person and
thare is no question of falirneas to others,
please feel free¢ to read your entire thing.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name Iis
Carolyn Hondo. I‘m from Burley, and I‘m
speaking on behalf of the organization FOCUS.
The ¢one comment that we had was concexrning the
Motor Pool Pond. We felt like the PCB,
Aroclor-1260 -~ I can‘t proncunce that word, in

concentrations of 1,470 micrograms per kilogram,
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or I believe that’s also parts per billion, that
slone would dictate exhuming contaminants to
prevaent further migration to the aquifer, and
that’s what we would like to see done. ‘Thank
you.

M8. GREEN: 1Is there anybody who
has changed their mind and decided to make oral
commants on either the Chemical Evaporation Poad
or the Notor Pool Pondf

With that, I would like to remind
you that the comment period remains open until
August 5, 1992, and you’rs fres to submit
written comments up until that time. Again,
written and oral comments receive esqual

consideration.

I would like to thank you all for
coming out tonight. And I apprecliate the
exchange of informatlion, not only fin the
moeting, but the workshop sessions. 1
appreciate your involvement, and lock forward to
seeing you at our next visit here.

Thank you and good night.

(The hearing concluded at B8:45 p.m.)
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BOISE, I1DANO, WEDNESDAY, JULY 22, 1992, 6130 P.M.

NE. GREEN: I wounld like to walcoms
sveryons to tonight‘'s mesting. We're glad you
were sbls to make it tonight, and we look
forward to a productive mesting.

My name is Lisa Green. ‘Tonight I
will ba serving & dual role. First, I will be
acting as a wmoderator for the meeting, and as &
poderator my job is to move us through the
agenda in a timely manner and make sure that
everybody who would like to paxticipate gets
that opportunity.

The other role I’1l be playing
tonight is remedial project manager for
DOE-Idaho. 1In that role I'll be helping to
answer some guestions on the projects. I'll tr¥y
to indicate those times vhen I'm putting on my
DOE hat, otherwise I‘ll be the moderator.

We have two desired outcomes for
this meeting tonight., The first is to gather
public comment on proposed plans for the
projects that you’vs sesn at thae back of the
room earlier this evening. This is where at

this time in the project DOE, EPA and the S5tate
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of Idaho have come together on a technical
recommendation for thess thxo-.pro]octl. And
we’re now bringing it forward to the public to
seek public input on that reconmendation, and
the input will used in evaluating what the final
decision for each of these projects will be.

The second goal of the meeting 1is
to give yon an opportunity to ask questions and
for us to inform you about detalls of the
projects that you’re interested in and also to
describe how they fit into the broader dcopa of
the INEL c¢leanup sfforts.

with that, in summary, we’'re here
to 1isten to each other is the basic purpose
tonight.

Let’s take & look &t the agenda
that you received when you entered the room
tonight. As you can see, we have three toplcs
on tonight’s agenda. The first topic ie the
Proposed Plan for Perched Water at the Test
Raactor Axea.

Following that presentation, we’ll
have a question and answer sesaion to provide
any ilnformation that you’d like to have

explained In greater detall.
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Then aftar we have completad the
informal exchangs of questions and answers,
wa'll provids a session to hear your official
verbal comments on the Perched Water Proposed
Plan.

After a short break then wa’ll move
to the second part of tha meeting, which is to
discuss proposed plans on the Notor Pool Pond at
the Central Facilities Area and on the Chemical
Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

These projects are very similar and
we combine them in response to previous requests
from the public to combine project topics when
they are simflar,

At this time I would like to
introduce several individuals in the audisnce.
The first individual is Reuel Smith. Reuel i=s
the community relations plan coordinator for the
INEL. This ia probably also & good time to
indicates to everyone that the publiec comment
period on DOE's Community Relations Flan, which
has heen out for comment for =-- two monthsa,
Reuel?

MR. SMITH: Yas.

MS. GREEN: The comment pericd has
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been extendsd to HSeptember lst, 1992, so if you
haven't provided us any comments on that plan,
which ths purpose of the plan is to establish
the process for community involvement in the
¢leanup program, if you hav.n'i provided any
conmants and would like to, that period has besn
extended for you to do mo.

If you have any issues related to
the Commnunity Ralaticns Flan you would like to
discumss, I think Reuel is your man. TYou might
be able to talk to him on the break or following
the meeting tonight.

The second person is Mike Coe,.

Mlke is with the Public Affaira Office for INEL.
1f you have any guestions or comments on
subjects or issues outside the scope of
tonight’s meeting, you might speak with Kike,.
And then Lf he can’t give you an answer tonight,
I‘n sure he’'ll get back to you with an answer.

| Okay. That moves us to question
and answer periods. If you have questions that
you'd like additicnal information on, we have a
couple different ways that you can ask them
depending on your preference. If ycu’'d like to

just ask them orally, we've got a wireless
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microphone that we'd 11?. you to uss 80 that
evarybody can hear your question, including the
court reporter here who 1s documenting the
proceadings tanight. If you'd rather not use
tha microphones, we have c¢ards on the chalrs herze
that you can write your questicns on and they
will ba ~- if you’ll hold them up -- Reuel ox
Nike will pick them up and delivar them to the
panel, who can then provide answers for You.

Again, after each queation and
answer period there will be an opportunity then
to provide formal verbal commants on the
proposed plans.

¥ith that, let me introduce the
agency representatives that are up here with me.
Dave Hovland of the State of Idaho, DEG is to my
immediate right. And Linda Meyer is with Raglon
10 of the EPA. I would like to give both of
them & chance to makes some brief opening remarks
alwo. Dave.

MR. HOVLAND: Thank you, Lisa. 1'm
the State’s INEL technical nanager. I'm with
the Division of Enviroanmental Quality. My
office is In Boise. Tonight 1’11 alsc be

wearing another hat, and that‘e the hat of

Mon Nov 23 10:03:09 1992

Page 187



w N -

10
11
12
11
14
15
16
17
18
19
a0
21
212
23
a4
25

technical lead for tha TRA. A person named
Shawn Rosenbarger is my counterpart ia Idaho

Falls.

Shawn can’t be here tonight, but we
have a couple of his staff that are goimg to be
working on the othar two proposed plans in the
audience here. I would like to introduce first
Dave Fraderick. He's an environmental scientist
and he’s the lead on CFA. And Tom Stoops swho 1L»
an environmental scientist, and he‘s the lesd on
ARA.

I‘m also pleased to introduce
¥r. Dean Nygard in the fxont row here. He’s the
State’s manager for the Federal Faclilities
section, Division of Environmental gQuality, and
the Federal Facilities section includes INEL.

I would alsc like to mention that
the State supports all thrae proposad plans, and
we hnyo been actively involved in every phase of
the ﬁrocean up to these reconmendationa we’re
making this evening.

I really encourage on behalf of the
State & lot of public comment. And 1 appraeciate
the people that have turned out at the public

meeting tonight. The public comments are very
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lnporﬁant, bacause we want to make sure that we
get your input so that we can ?ork on the
Responsiveness Sumsary aad put these conmnents
into the Record of Declsion.

MS. MEYER: I‘'m Linds Meyer with
the Environmental Protaction Agoncy.' And I'm
the project manager for the Perched Water System
that will be pressented tonight, and I‘l) also be
roprOI;ntlng the other two plans.

As Dave mentioned, wa've been
involved ~- our agency and the State have been
tnvolved fn these projects since the initial
project development and scoping. And this ia
the recommendation that we’'re presenting to you.
This isn‘t a final decision. A final decision
will be made once your concerns and your
comnments are addressed. S0 your Involvement in
this process is important. 8¢ I encourage
evaryone to participate.

MS. GREER: Thank you, Dave and
Linda. With that introductory note, let’s move
right into the presentation for thae Parchaed
Water Project. I wonld like to introduce Nolan
Jensen. HNolan is the project manager for this

proposed plan for the DOE.

Mon Nov 23 10:04:00 1992

Page 189



™ R e BN

10
11
12
13
1s
15
16
17
is
19
a0
a1
22
23
24

28

MR. JENSEN: Kow, my first quastion
for you tonight {s1 Where shall I stand so you
can see¢ the slides? ¥Way out here? 1Is that
about right? Okay. I*11 do my beast. That‘s
all 1 can pronlse.

You‘ve heard a ceouple of thinge
1ike CFA, TRA and ARA thrown out tonight. I
would like to sxplain what those are. Those
refer to the three projects that we’‘re going to
talk about tonight.

Three specific projectst Tha first
one is the Perched Water Systea at the Test
Reactor Area, or TRA. The second ona is the
Motor Pool Pond at the Centra) Facilities Area
and the Chemical Evaporation Fond at the
Auxiliary Reactor Area. We'll go into a little
more what all those are exactly about later, but
just as an overview, this is an asrial
photograph of the Tast Reactor Area.

| This is the Test Reactor area, and
these are some WAste water ponds that we’ll be
talking about specifically later. This is the
Motor Popl FPond or what uesed to be the Koator
Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area.

This ie the Chemical Evaperation
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Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area., Those are
the three topics for tomight's discueslion.
Befors we get into each topic, though, I wanted
to explain & little bit about what is the
process we go through with the. agencies: DOE,
EPA and the Btate of Idaho. What is the procass
wa go through im coming to a racommandation on
whethar & particular sits needs tﬁ be cleaned up
or not. B0 I'm going to take a minute and go
through that process,

Pirst of all, as you might know,
the INEL was placed on what Is known as the
National Priorities List. That’s a list that is
aestablished under the Supesrfund Law, and any
site that is deenmed to pogse potential threat to
human health or the snvironment is scored and ifr
it gets a high enough score it gods onto this
list. Rather than go through that ecoring
process, I‘1l jusat tell you INEL made it on the
list.

Once & site is on the Kational
Priorities List, it needs to be investigated to
find out 1f that potential threat is real, what
is out there, and does it need to be cleanad up.

So what is done a remaedial investigation 1ia

10
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condﬁctcd. And the rTemedial investigation
answers s couple basic questlons.

First of all, we want to find ont
what ia thera. What kind of contaminants are
there? What concentrations? How far spread is
it? Once we find that out, we need to calculate
what riskes those contarinants pose.

Once we have gone through that, we
have made the calculations, come tc a consensus
on what should be done or what we think should
be done, the three agencles come to the public
with & proposal ©r a recommendation, and that is
what is known as the Decision Making Process,
and that's where we‘re at tonight on these thres
projecta.

The Remedial Investigation has baeen
done. And now we are coming te the public with
our recommendation and want your input on it if
you agres with us, 1f there are other things
that you think should have baan considarad that
wearen’t, or just in genaeral, find out what your
concerns are.

Once we have received your
comments, then we will respond to each commant

In a Responsivaness Summary that will all be

11
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documentad in & document called the Record of
pecision, and that Record of Declision is the
final document that establishes what will be
done at that site.

8o lat me ¢go into that in a little
mnors detatl now. Again, the Remedial
Investigation anawers a couple of questions;:
What is the contamination out thexa? How far
spresd is it? Then what kind of risk doss that
pose to the human health and the snvironment?

Now, how do we declde if there inm
a risk posed? Once we locked at the site and
collacted mamples and got information en what
contaminants are thers, what concentration they
are 4t and how far spread they are, then there
are calculations done on risk. And there are
two parts of that. First, we loock if there are
contaminants at the site that are cancer-causing
contaminants, carcinogens.

There is a federal regulation under
the Superfund Law known as the Kational
Contingency Plan, and that regulation is in the
Code of Federal Regulations and it eatablishes
for cancer-causing cont;minants, it establishes

a range of what is acceptable, what risk fs

12
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acceptable, and it sstablishes a range batween
one in 10,000 and cne in 1,000,000 incidence or
potential incidence of excess cancer. Okay.

8o the national average is probably
up in here somewhers. 5o this regulation
establishes that if this contamination at this
time 13 not golng to reach somecne and cause a
potential risk in this range or below, it’'s not
a problem., If it‘s above thet, then It is a
problem and then cleanup needs to be censidered.
Now, that's for the carcinogens or the cancer
causing contaminante.

For the other contaminants, thiags
that are not cancer-causing but still have
health effects, for example, they may do
liver damage, kidney damage, cause rashes,
causa heart conditions or things like, maybe,
non-carcinogenic, things like ihat that you all
know have an effect, théua are considered.

What 1s done in that case is thers
is what is called a Hazard Index established.
pasically what that is is there are atudies done
on each contaminant and studies done to find out
hew much of that contaminant it takes to cause

an adverse effect. Once it is determined what

13
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concentration of that contaaminant causes a bad
effect, or any effect, then the concentration at
the site is compared to that concentration to
see Lf it’s a bad encugh concentration to cause
a probles., Does that make sense?

S0 sssentially Af wa are above this
then we need to see 1f there is a potentisal
adverse effect. 1f we’'re below that, then there
ix surely ao adversea effect.

So thome are thes two thinge that we
compared to once the risk 1s calculated, as
compared to these two ranges, to find out Iif
cleanup is necessary. pkay. That‘s the process
wa go through.

Now, how do there three sites fit
into the picturs at INEL? Under the Superfund
Lav there was an agreecmaent established between
DOE, EPA and the State of Idaho on how we would
approach these investigations and cleanup.
gince INEL is such a large facility, we couldn’'t
go out and look at everything at once, so £ho
INEL was divided into what is known as Waste
Area Groups.

If you‘re familiar at all with

INEL, you know that there are diftferent

14
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facilities, I think it‘e 830 square miles, #o0
the Waste Area Groupa essentially correspond
with thoss facilitiss with tha exception of
Waste Area Group 10, which is the all
encompassing Waste Area Group thet £ills 4in all
the gaps, and also that Waste Area Group focuses
on the Snake River Plain Aqulfer in its entirety
from an INEL perspactive.

g0 the three sites that we’re going
to be talking about tonight occur at Waste Axea
Groups 2, 4 and 5. Again, those are the Test
Reactor Ares, the Central Faclilitiss Ares and
the Auxiliary Reactox Area.

Now, thooe Waste Areca droupa are
etill not amall, there is a lot to look at in
each one of those. $So the Waste Ares Groups arée
even further divided into what 1is known as
operable units, This gives you an ldea of how
these f£it intc the whole scheme of things. The
Perched Water System is Operabls Unit 2-12, the
Motor Pocl Fond is 4-11, the Chemical
Evaporation Pond is 5-10.

And what this is trying to explain
to you is that each of these Waste Area Groups

will have several invegtigations, than there

15
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will be one inveatigation for ;ach Waste Areas
Group at the end to kind of pull everything im
that Waste Arsa Group together and look at it as
a whols. Once that has been done, then there
will be a final Waste Arsa Group 10
investigation and look at the whole INEL and
we'l]l put together the whole picture from the
smaller pieces. So what we’res looking at
tonight is three of the smaller pleces.

That goes through the process.
Bafore we go into talking about the Test Reactor
Area and the Perched Water, are there any
questions on generally how we’'re going to
approach this?

Now, with that backgrouad, when we
talk about each of these operable units or
sites, we’ll kind of follow that format. 8o
firat of all, I'm going to explain what this
operable unit is all about, tha Perched Water at
the Test Rsactor Area. The speciflic focus of
this investigation is to evaluate what is the
effect of this perched groundwater, thise
contaminated perchod'gxoundwatsr, an the Snake
River Plain Aquifer.

To explain that a little better, I

16
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need to explain to you what the Perched Water
is. What happens at the Test Reactor Area is as
these operations go on at the facility, tha
waatewater from the facility is discharged to a
seriss of ponds. This pond right here in
particular, the Warm Waste Pond, has had
considerabls amount of contamination go into it.
That wastewater goes into the ponds and it
percolates Lnto the subsurface. As it
pearcolates -- here is a picture of a pond or a
schematic of a pond -- as the water gcaes 1nto
the pond and it percolates downward through the
layers of lava or basalt, it encounters layers
of lags permeable sedimente, and there are two
layers in particular that when the water gats
down theore it's slowed down, and as it is slowed
down at those spots it causes it to mound up.
Boe beneath wach pond there is a small perched
layer that forms, then at about a 150 foot depth
there Ls a larger perched water body that forms.
Af yow can see, that’s about 330 feet above the
top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer, which is
down here,

This is a picture or schamatic of

the larger perched water body, this is the

17
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approximate outline of that. These black dotw
show the different wells that have been drilled
at the Test Reactor Area. Thess ars the
outlying ponde. These ars the wells, several of
them to the aguifsr, some of them draw water
from the Parched Water body, but sanples are
collected from these wells and that's how we
find out what contamination -is there and what is
out there, what concentratlions.

Now, let me guickly hold this up.
This is & core from a well that was drilled out
there, and that‘s what it looks like in the
gubsurface. This is a basalt. This 1s also
when you drill down in the 8nake River Plain
Aquifer that‘s what it looks like, that‘s what
the rock looks like.

Naw, like I sald, there are
interbeds in thers and evary s¢ often there will
be a layer of just ragular soll or sand, and
that’s what those interbeds are that cause the
perching. But essentially the aquifer looks
1ike that.

Kow, if you look at that, you will
see that water won't flow through that very

wall, but what happene ia this basalt is alseo

18
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fractured s¢ the water ia sitting in those
fractures, so it’'s pot like there is a big pool
of water or blg tank of water dowa there. It’s
just the water f£illing in the vold spaces in
rocks and sediments.

¥ow, what I've done, I hope, 1is
ansvered the guestion: What fe out there? How
do we find out what is out there?

Now, 1'm going to tura the time
over to Joe Gordon. He's the person that did
wost of the risk assessment for the Perchaed
Water System, and I'm going tollct bim tell
about that.

MA. GORDON: Thank you, Nolan.
This flow chart ip meant to be sort of &
pictorial representation of what the risk
alsessnent-prOQOls is. The first step is to
evaluate the data that was collected out at the
site, to evaluate what ere the contaminants of
concern out at the site. Then you use that data
and follow essentially two parallel paths, the
toxicity assessment and the exposure assessment .

In the toxlcity assessment yéu
evaluate what are the relative toxicities of

each of the contaminants of concern from both a

19
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1 carcinogenie and non-carcinogenic standpoint.
2 Then over in the exposure assessment, we've dons
3 a pathway evaluation whers we'vs looked at how
4 contaaninants and water flow through the Perched
5 Water System and into the Saake Rivar Plain
[ Aguiter, and then how people or ecological
7 receptors might be exposed out.tt the site.
8 fhen those two paths come back
9 together in the risk characterization where the
10 exposure and toxic effects are combined.
11 So tha first thing there was the
12 data evaluation to ¢ome up with the contaminants
13 of concern. The contamioants of concern were
14 arrived at by taking a look at what are the
15 contaminante out at the site, which would
16 contribute to greater than one percent of the
17 risk at the site. BSo that way we can focus the
iB risk assessment., And the ones that are
18 highlighted there ara the ones that turned ocut
20 to domninate the risk at the site. Those are
21 chromium, cobalt and tritluam.
22 The exposure to & resident out at
23 the site was evaluated by developing a
24 hypothetical scenario where someone goes out
as there after TRA operations -~ after the Test

20

Mon Nov 23 10:03:57 1992

Page 201



it

[T TN T F A ]

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
a0
21
az
23
24
2%

Raactor Area coperations are completed, which is
anticipated for 25 more yaar-,.and at the end of
the institutionsal coantrol periocd someons would
actually go out thers, install a wall down to
the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly below the
Perched Water System and drink all of his water,
irrigate his crops, feed his animals and he
would eat all of his -~ essentially all of his
diet would be derived from ths site.

Then we alsoc evaluated acological
receptors. Vegetation was evaluated by looking
at uptake of contaminants through {rrigation,
Herbivores wers evaluated by looking at thelr
intake of that vagetation, which is taken in the
groundwater as well as direct ingsstion of
groundwater and soil contact. Then carnivaores
were alsoc evaluated by looking at all these same
pathways with the addition of consumption of the
aniunals at the site.

Now, in order to do that we
constructed a groundwater model whose purpose
was to predict concentrations of contaminants in
the Bnake River Plain Aquifer directly below the
Perched Water System. What we dld was we put in

e hypothetical well right at the site, right

1
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below here, and evaluated the flow of both water
and contaminants down here and into the #nake
River Plain Aquifer, and the well was screensd
for only 12 feet, 50 Wée are only taking the very
top of the Snaks River Plain Aquifer and
svaluating the impacts from that well.
Mormally you would screep a well for 50 to 100
fest for domestic use. BO that was a very
conservative assumption. It overestimates the
health risk.

The bottom line here is under the
125 year scenario, the risk at the site to a
hypothetical resideat were ons in 179 million.
Then as part of EPA‘s raview of the risk
assessments they went back and calculated at
what point could someons actually go out there
and live at the TRA and consume water from that
well and still be within tha acceptable range of
risk, and that was calculated to be ten years.

Similarly for nonradioactive toxfic

effects, the risks for both of those time
periods were found to be within the acceptable
range. .

So if thers aren’t any questions

about the risk aseessment range, I‘1l turn it

22
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back aver to Nolan hare.

MR. JENSEN: Just to kind of
summarize this agaln. This last slide on the
risk assessment was just that currently there is
noe one out thera veing pesrchad water. 8o
currantly there fe no risk bacauss no one has
come lnto ¢ontact with it. Then again, like Joe
said, in ten years it would be safe. B0 we're
fairly confortable that no one is going to be
out there within the next ten years, SO there
should be no problam,

That’'s what ouy recommendation £iw
that based upon that risk assessment, becausa
the calculations show that within ten years
there is not going to be a nonacceptable cisk
out there, we are proposing that we do no
cleanup on the Parched Water sSystea. However,
bacause thig is based upon a nédel, a computer
model that is predicting concentrations into the
future, we think ws need to keep an eys on that
to make sure our predictions are correct. 8o we
are proposing that we would monitor that
situation and alsc monitor some of the basic
assunptions that we used in coming up with this

reconmendation.

23
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For example, one of the things we
looked at was the Warm Waste Fond, which was one
of the major contaminant scurces. That pond 1is
being taken ocut of service this year. A new
pond is being constructed right now that‘s
1ined. 8¢ the model was based upon the fact
that that poend goes away. Bo we’ll come back
and review and make sure all the things we base
that model on and thosa calculations do really
happen.

us; CREEN: Nolan, before we leave
that slide, I'm putting on my DOE hat to
interrupt. I think we naed to clarify we
susmarized that there would bs no risk after ten
years, but you algo noed to clarify that thare
1s no unacceptable risk right now either, and
that the ten year issue is for somebody moving
onte the site, drilling a well and living there.

MR. JENBEN: Right.

This 18 just to give an i1dea when 1
said that we were going to monitor the
situation, this is the kind of thing we would be
talking about as far as monitoring. And that is
we would pick the contaminants that were of

concern, at least tritium and chromium we know

4
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are a major concern, so we would monitor for
those contasinants in the water and we would
pick out a number of wells, probably some in the
desp perched water, some in the agquifer to make
sura that the model calculations are correct.
It would also have to discuss how often those
senples are collected, whether they are
collected once a year, twice a yaar or what not,
Then alsc we would have to decide, okay, at what
point do we stop monitoring or 1if this happens
what do ws do about it? What happens 1f we find
out that onr calenlations were incorrect?
Obviously, we would have tc come back and
revisit that decision.
So again, just in summary, that's

what we’re proposing. We don’t think thers is a
problem out therse now, but we also think we nead
to keep an eye on it to make aure that what we
think is correct.

Any questions?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Ny name is Joe
Henscheid. I had two questions. One, what If
the farmer in your nodei decided that he wanted
to put hie well in the perched water table

instead of the aqul:nr?

25
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The second question Ls: What
agencies are involved in the wmenitoring plans
that you‘re talking about? 1Is this a tri-ageacy
plan or is it strictly the Btate of Iqaho? How
is that being done?

HR. JENSEN3: So the first one 18
about -~

AUDIERCE MEMBER: The first one 1
about the farmer putting a well iato the perched
water table.

MR. JEMSEN: One of the thingm --
the perched water, the only reason it is there
{s becauss thase wastewater ponds are there. If
this facility wasa’t discharging water, thare
would be no perched water, and one of the things
that was calculated in the modeling was that as
soon as these ponds go away, perched water also
goes away.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1Ie that even
considering the occasional wastewater or
floodwater that runs arcund there frowm time to
time? ‘

NR. JENSEN: This lan‘t within the
1006 year flood plan, so I don‘t think we would

have to worry about that., However, the only

¢
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consideration would be ralinwater.

AUDIENCE MENBER: That’s the sort
of thing I was thinking about.

HR. JEMSEN: So¢ what wa‘re saying
Ls before that hypothetical farmer could move
on, tha TRA would have to be shut down and moved
off. Ho basically noc ona could evex get to the
perched water because it would be gone by the
time we got there.

That's why we ware concerned.
okly; let’s say the perched water is gone, but
what if this guy comes out and drills a well
right bsneath where it was, bensath where that
contamination is? Bo what we’'re trying to do Is
plck the worst cass that we could., When sonaone
would actually go ¢ut there and drill a well in
the worst spot before dilution could occur and
1f they drew water from that spot, what would be
the affect?

MR. HOVLAND: If you look at page
A~10 of the Proposed Plan, on the right-hand
portion of the column, that’s the periodic
review that EPA and the State will be doing to
ensure that the land status and assumptions that

are aade right now are consistent.

27
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MS. GREEN: That’s in respcnse to
your saecond guaestion,

If I could interject in hers?

MR, HOVLAND: He was talking about
land use. It was for the £irst quastion.

MR, JENSEN: Do you want the second
quastion answered now or --

o ’ MS. GREEN: We're obviously in a
question aand answer séssion now. If you want to
use the note carda, write your guestion on the
nots card and Mike or Reuel will bring it up
front. Especially if you have a softer voice,
if you could use the wireless micrcphone that
fteuel has so that the court reporter can
document your question. If you could, ask one
gquastion at a time to make sure that we get thenm
all answered and don’t mige one.

8o with that, any mors gquestions?

MR. JENSEN: Let me answer your
second question. The second question was: Who
would be involved with that monitoring? oOf
course, this whole agresement is conductad by the
three ngoﬁcion: DOE, EPA and the Btate of
Idaho. 8o we, at least we three, would be

involved ifn that monitoring plan and come to a

28
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consensus on what exactly should be monitored.

There is other monitoring that goes
on. USGS has a whole systeam monitoring wark
that they do out thers indspendently from DOE,
and also the State of Idaho has what is known as
the INEL Oversight office in Idaho Falls and
they do a lot of work out there as wall.

MR. HOVLAND: The production well.

MR. JENSEN: That’s another good
point. The production wella, since that's
basically the only water out thexe, there are
sone productior wells located right here at TRA
that draw from the aguifer, and they use those
too for both the drinking water at the facility
and for all of the industrial operations. And
those wells are monitored continually to make
sure that water is clean. 50 there is & lot of
monitoring goling on.

But when we talk about monitoring,
we’re talking about specifically what monltoring
would ba done to make sure that our
recommendation Lls correct.

MS. MEYER: After thip process, we
go into a Record of Decislon and it's the final

doecision for the site. And the components of

23
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the monitoring plan are going to be summariszed
in there and then the thres agencies will be
involved in the monitoring plan as well.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.

MS. GREEN; Any more questions?

AUDIENCE MENBER: I have something
to say. It’s not a question.

If all of your modeling proved to
bs insccurats, then you gentlemen will be
sitting here asking the same guestions that
wa're going to ba saking in the future. 8o
that’s what vou have to look forward to, so your
models had better be correct. But thim Parched
Water Aquifer that you have thers, is that
Perchad Water Aquifer created by all of the
evaporating ponds so therefore if you eliminate
the evaporating peonds, you eliminate the
agquifer, mso thers should be basically no problem
with any farmar going in thers putting a wall
into an area that has no water?

MR. JENSEN: Right. But what we'ro
saying --

M8, GREEN: 1 just wanted to say,
he would have to go deobor than the 150 feet, or

whatever, you have to go into the Snake River

30
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Plain Aquifer.
AUDIENCE MENBER: But it wouldn’t

be in the parched, that’s what I‘m gatting at.

¥R. JENSEM: Maybe just on the
model, one point of clarification, there is a
lot of information cut thers. USGS has been
collecting information for about 40 years, 8o
whesn Peter Binton -- this guy right over here --
he was the one that did the medeling work, he
had a wealth of information to develcp that
model and check it to make sure that it
represented the systsm that was out there. 8o
before he evan started using the predicted
capabilities of the model, he made sure it fit
what has happened In the past and we know what
has happened. So wa're falrly comfortable that
{t's giving us the right answer.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: On your risk
assessment, how many years is thls risk
amsessment taking place at IKEL to determine the
risk that is being brought about out there in
that area?

MR. GORDON: Risk assessment has
been going on for a nuabar of years, but the

specific Superfund riask assessment that's baling

a1
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done here has only been conducted since 1989
when they signed this Federal Facilitles
Agresnent.

MR. HOVLAND: 19- what?

MR. GORDOM: <89, that's when the
agresment was signed last year. But this
particular risk assessment, this study was
started a little over a year ago. BSo these
calculations have besn done about the last year.

N8. GREEN: If I could put my DO
hat back on to clarify just lo.you understand
that the risk assessment wa're talking about
here is for this specific project, We’re not
talking about -- you’ve probably heard of Dose
Reconatruction Projects, that's not what we’'re
talking about, that’s a separate project that’s
angoing that the Eéate of Idaho is involved ln.

Any other guestions on the Ferched
Water Project bafore we start into the formal
comment session on this project? Thers i3 a
pretty thick report back there with a lot of
information, and this is your chance to grill
the technical peopls up here.

Nf. SKMITH:1 Lisa, if we could ask

also, if there is not necessarily & question, if

32
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there is something else that needs to be
axpiained ar if you would like to go back to a
previous slide and review scomething before the
coamsnt session, we could certainly do that
slmo.

6. GREEN: Anything on this
project is open for discussion here, a9 i1f you
didn’t understand anything, if it wasn't c¢lear,
we have people here to answer your questlions.

Golng once, going twice. With
that, I guess we'll start into the formal
commant session hsre. This portion of the
newting 1s designed for you to provide your
formsal oral testimony to DOE, EPA and the State
regarding the Perched Water Proposed Flan.

If any of you have brought prepared
statements that you would like to have
incorporated into the record, yau can do that
ssveral ways. You can either read it over the
microphone or you can provide a c¢opy of the
statement to Reuel Smith, who will then have
that entered into the record,

There is also a tape recorder in
the back of thes room. If you don’t want to give

your testimony in front of an audlence and wish

33

Mon Nov 23 10:08:59 1992

Page 214



& B N e

L -

10
11
12
13
14
13
16
17
18
1%
20
21
22
23
24

23

to do so privatesly, we havas th‘t setup arranged,
or if you sither choosa not to provide oral
comments or vant to add to the oral coasents
that you give, written comments receive aqual
consideration as the oral comments, and we have
some comment forms here and the asddress to send
them is printed on the back of the agenda, 1
believe, and alaso on the back of the conment
form.

Do we have anybody signed up for
formal comments? Im there anybody else in
addition to the person who signed up to conmant
who has changed their mind and decided that they
would like to provide oral comments also?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I saigned up.

¥MS8. GREEN: Anybody else? We
usually limit five minutes in order to ensure
fairness, but say what you need to say and take
as long as you wWish to.

Bafore you do that, I would like to
explain what happens to your comments after you
have made them. After the comment period has
ended, DOE will prepare & summarization of the
transcript of oral and written coamenta, then

tha three agenciss get together and evaluate all

4
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1 the comments and prepare responses to these

2 relevant to the topics in & document. That 1s

k| called a Rasponsiveness Summary, and that

4 becomes part of the Record of Decislon, the

5 final Record of Dacision for the Remadial Action
6 for the project.

7 Everybody who has signed the

8 attendance register at the back of the table and
$ everybody who provides writtan comments on the
10 project will receive thelr own copy of the

11 Responsiveness fummary in the mail.
12 Again, we have a court reporter to
13 transcribe the meeting. Before you start your
14 comment, please state your name and spell it tor
15 her, and that‘s the end of the imstruction. 8o
18 if you'd like ta provide your oral comment,

17 plaase step up to the microphone. Anybody who
18 changes their mind after this gentleman gives

19 his comment is welcome to provide a comment.
20 AUDIENCE KEMBER: Good evening,

1 ladiss and gentlemsn, I‘m Nichael Ushman,

22 U~s~h-m-a-n, from Emmett, Idaho. And I have

23 been following this for almost two years. As a
24 matter of fact, I agree that the No Action is ggg*
23 the bast way to go on this, except that I have

35
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some problems with the mitigation that comes
about through the Xo Action such as your naew
facilities that you’'re installing the lined
evaporating new pond to eliminate soms of the
problems that you had in the Perchad Water
AqQquiter. '

I don‘t really belleve that the
evaporated ponds are the answer to the Warm
Water Waste pond due to the krypton-085 and
tritium that is present there that does cause
air pollution. I think there is one thing that
has never been mentlcned is the krypton-835 which
is presant in your residual repository at INEL
that you're going to dismantle.

There is no mention of what is
going to happen with the precipitantes in that
unit when it is efther filled with concrete or
removed, which has a lot of radloactive
particles in ft.

I have done some studying on that,
and I believe that [t is proper to do something
underground at the site due to the enormous cost
involved in moving that repository, which
amounts to $8 billion. 8o I think there needs

to ba a littls research there conducted on that
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1 facllity.

2 On yonr Cold Water Waste Pond, ]
3 there is what ias known as an ultrasound water or

4 Reclamation Program that has been implemented at

5 China Lake Maval Weapons Center in Ridgecrest,

1 Ccalifornia, and all of this water can be

7 recirculated, reused very feasibly by just

8 cleaning it up., 8o therefore ycu can recycle

] it.

1¢ On your Warm Water Waste Pond or ggéz
11 your warm water from that residusl repository, I
12 don‘t understand why this untcé cannot be put
13 into an eanclosad binary system and recycled
14 continnously on an on-surface containment area
15 where the precipitants can be removed
16 periodically and that way we can eliminate any

17 possibilities of any air pollution from the

18 tritium or the krypton-83. i
19 MR. HOVLARD: 1 might want a
20 clarification. Are you atill talking about the
21 Cold Wwaste Pond or the Warm Pond?
22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I‘m running the
23 two together there. The warm i1s with the
24 krypton and the tritium, while the cold Is just
25 the nonradicactive wastewater along with thelir

37
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sanitary waste pond. All of this water can be
actunlly reusaed. I think it will be necessary
in the future t¢ do this.

We talked & little bit ~- it's not
on here -- but the Motor Pool Area, wWhich I was
talking about this evening over here. 1I'm
usually not in favor of clenniﬁg up a asite,
which was the evaporating pond thers, through
incineration, but in this case I believe that it
would be feasible under & controlled condition
to incinerate the soils in that area, but It
would have to be a controlled heat burner to
bring it down to 99.9%9, and then the residues
mixed with cement and then disposed of. But 1f
you want to contact someone on this ultrasound
water reclamation area you can contact a
Dr. Dale Bennett of China Lake Naval Weaponsa,
Ridgechest, Californie 93555. This {m & brand
new process.

That's all.

MS. GREEN: Before you leave the
microphone, 1 want to make sure that we
understand the second part of your comment wae
regarding the CFA Motor Pool Pond?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, becauss that

e
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was included originally in the Cold Water Waste
Pond -- I mean not the chemical but the Sanltary
Waste Pond. That's where the washing down of
all of the trucks and sverything went into that
particular area. Am 1 correct?

MS. GREEN: I think we have a
1ittle confusion hare between sltes. The first
thing I want toc say is that the CFA MNotor Pool
Pond we are having a separate comment session
later in probably & haif an hour or mc after we
go through those presentations. It you would
1ike us to put the comment that you just made on
the CFA Motor Pool Pond Ln the record at that
area mo you don‘t have to prov;do it again,
we'll do that. I think wé probably -- at the
break here, as smoon as wa‘re done giving
comments, I think tbasc‘gontlenan can clarify
the location and relationship of these ponds
that you'ye dascribing.

AUDIENCE KENBER: Okay.

M5. GREEN: I8 your comment
complete then?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yeos.

M8. GREEN: Thank you. Is there

anybody else who wishes to provide oral comments

as
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for the record this evening on the Perched Watex
System? Okay.

With that, we’ll take a brisf 13
minote break hefoxs we begin presentations on
CFA and ARA Ponds.

(A recess was taken.)

M8. GREEN: Bo let’s move on to¢ the
sescond segment of tonight’s meeting. Froa heres
on out we'll be talking about tha Nator Pool
Pond at Central Facilities Arxea and Chemical
Evaporation Pond at ths ARA.

As I ncntlénod before, we combined
them because they are similar. They are similar
in saveral ways because they are both relatively
small waste sites and they are both focused on
pond sediments, sedimentes of ponde that are no
longer in use anymore.

We used a similar approach to
characterize and evaluate risk and we’'ve anded
up with the same recommendation for both of
them, mo that’s why we kind of combined then
together for presantation purposes.

At this point I wéuld like to
reintroduce the prospective project managers on

these mltes for EYA and the sState of Idaho.
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Dave Fraderick on my right is the project
manager for the Notor Pool Pond and Tom Stoops
on Dava‘s Tight is the project manager for the
Chenical Evaporation Pond. Linda Neyexr will ba
repressnting EPA for both of these projectas.

with that, @ would also -- in .
order to keep everybody on their toes we’re
going to change the way we approach the second
half of the meeting and that we'll give a
presantation on the Motor Fool Pend and provide
an opportunity for any specitlc questions of
clarification, then go directly to the Chemical
Evaporation Pond presentation. Then we'’ll open
it up for question and anawer, general guestions
and answers on both of thoae projecte before we
go into the public oral comaent portion of the
meeting for both of those plans.

¥With that, I°11 tﬁrn the floor back
over to Nolan Jensen, who is also the project
manager for the Motor Pool Pond Project.

MR, JEMSEN: Tha second project
that we're going to talk about tonight is the
Moter Pool Popd. And the thing I would like to

point ocut on this one ié what we're focusing on

in this project is just the sediments in the

41
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pond and what potential risks those sediments in
that pond could have to the human health and the
snvironment. Bo we're focusing on the sedinents
in the pond.

This is a photograph of the Notor
Pool Pond or what used to ba the Kotor Pocl Pond
right here. And just for your information,
again, theay stopped using the pond in 19835 so
it’s dry now. As you can see this little sign
right there, this indicates ~- if you're
interested -- is that at all of the sites at
INEL that ;:- going to be evaluated under this
agresmsnt, we put aigns out th;rc on all those
siten, so this is one of them and it has its
sign.

How, what happens -- this is the
service station at the CFA or the Central
racilities Area. As you can eee, lt's a little
bigger than your normal services station, but
sssentially it's just a place where they take
the fleet buses and egquipment out there and take
then in for maintenance. 8o that’s the service
station.

The next picture shows the baym

inside the mervice station where they would do

42
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degreasing or greasing and lubricatien and that
type of thing. As like the grease and oll and
things could fall off of the equipment from the
vehicles, it would go down into this grate and
into a sump. ©On the cutside of the building
there is a wash ares where they would wasah
vehicles and buses and equipment, and the wash
water would go down into this grate, and again,
into & =ump.
Agaln, this next photograph

shows -- by the way, right back here is where
that building 1s -~ and the wastawvater would go
into those sumps and intoc & pipe, the pipe would
run out to the east here and it flows out inte
this ditch right bahind Bill who is standing
here, and it would flow toward us in this gitch
and then intoc the Kotor Pool Pond. Again, I
think on this photograph the ditch is ott‘to the
left. 8o that’s tha MNotor Pool Pond.

what was done to evaluate this to
find cut what was there is several samples, 5]
to be exact, were c¢ollected of the sediments in
the pond. They wera collected at various depths
from 0 to 1% feet and analyzaed for a variety of

constituents to determine what was cut there,
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This next slide shows the Xkey
contaminants that were found out there. The
ones that are in the highlighted areas axe the
ones that had the greatest risk and were most
important in the risk asssssaesnt.

This next slide shows what was
evaluated as far as how those contaminants could
get to a perscon. What was done at this pond 1is
wa lookad at -~ mince right now, again, no one
can get out there and live right nowy however,
there are about 1,200 enployees at the Central
Yacilities Area. 8o for the current situation
we lookad at the effect that those contaminants
could have on workers, What was looked at was
what would be the effect of inhalation of those
sediments, contact with the skin, ingestion of
that sof)l and exposure to any radiation.

S0 those are the things that we
looked at, potential waste to the snvironment by
those sediments. Those sane pathways were
looked at both for the occupational and then for
someona who would live there in the futura.
Again, we looked at a resident who would live
there.

An occupational acenario case for

44
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the carcinogsnic risk, the cancer causing
contaminants risx, it showed that about one (n a
miliion was the range that the calculation
showed. So again, that is within -- well,
before we get to that, let’s go to the next
slide.

Now, it’'s about cne in a million
for the carcinogenic and for the non-carcinogenic,
tor the toxic effects. For someons who would geo
out and live right next to that pond it 1s about
two in 100,000.

Now, let’s compare that tc those
risk ranges that are euiahlilhcd by EFA. TFor
the carcinogenic risk, you can aes for both the
30 year scenario and the 100 year scenario that
for someocne® who would live out there it s within
thae acceptable range established in the federal
regulations, And for the non-carcinogenle riak,
again, comparing the concentration of
contaminants that someona could be exposed to,
comparing that with what is known to have an
effact, an adverse effect, we’'re below that
lsval, so about 70 percent of that level. 3o
again, the caleulation showe that wa're bhelow

that acceptable range.
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S0 again in the case of the Motor

Pool Pond the agenciss ars recommending that Ko
Action bs taken because the risks there are
accaptable.

Any questions on just that part?

ME. CGREEN: At this time Lf you
have any questions to clarify anything Nolan has
presented in his prosonfation, please take this
opportunity while it‘s stil) frash in your mind
and you’ll have anothg: chance to askx general
questions about this project after the second
pressntation, but anything that you’d liks to
ask right now, please feel free to ask Nolan.

Thank you, Nolan. With that, we'll
move on to ancther very brief presentation on
the Chemical Evaporation Pond. I would like to
introduce Randy Bargelt. Randy 18 the project
manager for tha Chemical Evaporation Pond. Ha
works for EG&G Idaho. .

MR. BARGELT: I‘ll be talking about
Operable Unit 3-10, which is the Chemical
Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Arxea.
It is contained within the Waate Area Group S
as you saw Nolan present earllier.

This investigation alec is limited

45
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to the sediments that are existing inm the pond.
This is the photograph of the Auxiliary Reactor
Area No. 1. And there are four faclilities 1n
the Auxiliary Raactor Area. This is one af
those facilities. This right here is the
Chemicel Evaporation Pond. As Can you ses, it
is wet, and this photo was taken when it was in
operation. It was fed through & discharge pipe
from this building right here through the pipe
here, and you can see the green vegetation
showing it was receiving discharged water.

This is & schematic of the same
area. In Building 627 -= well; during the time
this was in operation, this pond was in
operation from 1971 until 1968, and Bullding 627
houpad & print shop, materials testing lab and a
radiological lab during that tine. This pond
recaeived some of those wastes. This star right
here was an area of highest concentration in the
contaminants that were found during our
sanpling.

This ares here again, if you
recall in the previous slide, this is where the
green area was. The vegetation has since dled

off since 1988 because it hasn’'t received any
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water.

Right hexe is the end of that
discharge pipe and this is the area of highest
contamination within another largexr axea of
contamination which is about 100 squaxe feet,
which encompasses this area right here.

This is anothar photograph looking
north to Building 627 heres, and here axre those
plants here and.cho discharge pipe was right
there.

Very similar to the previcus
presentation that Nolan gave on the pond, we did
sampling of the sediments in 1950. We took
about 160 samples from the entire pond -- could
I nee that first photo ot the pond -- the
samples were taken from this entire area here at
40 different locations. They weren‘t just
confined to this area here in the 100 sgquarxse
feot., 5o wa did sample the entire pond.

Those samples were taken from the
surface to approximately four feet in depth,
The reason we stopped at four fset is that’'s
where the top of the basalt was. 8o we samplaed
the entire column of sediments. Also out there

the sedimentes average about two feet in depth
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across tha entire pond. By doing this we did
determine what we fesl was the nature and extent
of the contaaination.

Another similar site you've seen
before basically on the risk assessasnt
screening process, these are the contaminants of
concern that were evaluated in the risk
ansessmant, and the shaded contaminants hers ars
the ones of most concern that we saw from the
risk assessnent.

We evaluated the same pathways and
the same ways of sxposure as the Notorx Pool Pond
from Lnhalation of any dust that would come off
of the pond here, direct exposure to ionized
radiation, ingestion of soil or skin contact of
the soll or contaminants.

Since ARA ix a facility that ix not
being used at this time, theres is a lot less
workers that are exposad on a daily basis now.
80 thias facility will eventually be torn down.
It also has restricted access. 8o undex the
current occupational risk scenario, the risk 1a
two excess cancer cases in ten million.

For a future resfdent, 1f you set

up a resident right next to the Chemical
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Evaporation Pond in 100 years, and notice the
ARMA facility is now gone, the future risk at
that point in tise would be one excess cancer
cane in one million.

poth of thews risks are well
within the acceptable range of risk established
by EFA. It waas one in one milliicn in 100 years,
and svaiuated at 30 years there was two sxcess
cancer cases in one million.

The hasard index we don’t
axpect t¢ ses any adverds aeffects from the
non-carcinogenic contaminants, it’s relatively
lov here.

We rocoum;nd on this ona that
there should be No Action since it does not pose
an unacceptable risk to human health and the
environmant.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any
questions of clarification on this specific
presaentation before we open it up for general
questions and answers about both the Chemical
Evaporation Pond and the Hotor Pool Pond?

I guess we’ll open it up for any
general questions about either one of these two

projects. Again, the remedial investigation
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reports that document ail of the work behind
thase proﬁnllll, they are pretty big documents,
and you have an opportunity here to ask
questions to the technical folks, quastions
about both the projects. Eo pleass, I encourage
you to take thie opportunity. '

Doss anybody have any questions on
eithezr the Chemical Rvaporaticn Pond or the
Motor Pool Pond?

If we don't have any questlons, I
guess we’ll bagin the part of the meating whoere
we resceivs the formal oral testimony on both of
thess projects. Again, the DOE, EPA and the
State will listen to your comments during this
time frame. The court reperter will record
them, but gensrally we will not respond to them
except 1f we need clarification on them to be
able to understand and evaluate them and respond
to tham. They will be responded to in separate
Rasponsiveness Summaries for sach of the topica.

Again, I just ask that you state
your name and spell your name and identify which
project you're commanting on at the start of
your comments.

Is there anybody who wishas to make
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oral coaments on elither one Ol.th.li twa
projacts tonight?

AUDIENCE NENBER: Mike Ushman,
V-s-h-m~-a-n, from Emmett. I may be a 1ittle cut
of lire here, but on the Notor Fool Fond and the
other pond there, my basic concerns are not with
those two ponds but with the new ponds being
built. Are we going to discuas the new ponds 1in
this segment?

MS. GREEN: There are no nev ponds
being built to replace these.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You‘rs going to
build new evaporating ponds?

NS. GREEN: No, thesae ponds ars no
longer heing used. The Chemical Evaporation
pond is no longer being used. There ils nobody
ueing the facilities that discharge to that pond
anymore, and they will not be using them. That
area 13 slated to be decommissioned and
decantaminated so there is no need for a
replacement pond there. At Central, the Kotor
Pool Pond, I beliave ~~ and Nolan or Bill
correct me 1f I'm wrong, that discharge is now
collected in an oil/water eseparator.

MR. PIGOTT: It ¢goes into an
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oll/water separator, that wae done in 1983.
Now, the oll is collacted and disposed of to
mest the current regulations and the liguid goes
to the sewage treatment plent. B8o it’s beesn
discontinued since ‘85,

AUDIENCE WEMBER: The pamphlet I
got kind of throws me off, because when it's
referring to cleaning up these areas, it's also
referring in the plan for new lined evaporating
ponds to take their places.

MS. GREEN: That’s at the Test
keactor Area.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right.

¥S. GREEN: S0 you don‘t have a
comment, then, on the Notor Pool Pond or the
Chemical Evaporation Fond?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The Motor Pool
Pond as he was explaining it, he was saying that
thcy‘wauhod the trucks and egquipment and the
grease and things of this nature, but during
your past washing of your vehicles you have
taken Ln that area contaminated maerchandise to
wash the radionuclides from It. Will this
practice continue in the new washing area?

MR. JERSEN: I°l1 refer to Bill,
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quin.

MR. PIGOTT: What they normally do
on construction equipment is they decontaminate
tha squipment in an aresa where they are working,
you get it down to as low level as they can
posaibly get it with the instruments that they
meagurs with. But as you kaow, in any kind of
construction equipment there ls little cracks
and cravices up there that amsy contain some dirt
that may contain some radiocactive material and
there 1s still the possibility of not getting it
all, although there it would be extremely low
leval.

AUDIENCE MEXBER: I think this
should be brought up lm your narration on this
that it has been practiced Ln the past of
decontaminating radicactive materials and
equipment in that area through washing, which
are collected in your collaecting basins and
things of this nature, which would.be in your
oil scrubbars and things 1like this.

MS. GREEN: With that, if there ls
no other oral comments on either of these plans,
I would like to just remind you that the comment

period is open until August S5th, 1$92. Please
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feel free to submit anyvddditional written
comnents prior to that time.

I would liks to thank you all for
your participation here tonight. We look
forward to your invelvement in future
activities. With that, thank you and gaod

aight,

{The hearing concluded at 8:20 p.m.)
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THURSDAY, JULY 23, 1892

MS. GREEN: 1I1I‘d like to welcome everyone
to tonight's meeting. My name ls Lisa Greaen.
Tonlght 1'11 he serving in a dual rele. Primarily,
I‘ll be acting as a moderator. And as a wmoderator,
1’1} be helping to move us through the agenda in a
timely manner, but also to ensure that everybody
who would like to participate has an opportunity to
do Bo,

The other role that I‘11 play off and on
tonight is the remedial project manager for
DOE-Idaho. And 111 be in that role to help answer
any of your questions on these projects along with
the other technical people we have with us tonlight.

We have two major goals here tonight.

And the first goal is to gather public comment on
the three proposed plans that are cut for publlc
comment at this time. We’re at a stage in the
project whexre DOE and EPA and the State have
reached & congensus on the technical recommendation
for these projects. And now, we’'re bringing them
out to the public to get ysﬁr comments, your input
on the technical recommendations. And we will use
that in determining what the final decision for

each of the projects will be.
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1 The second major goal for tonight is to

2 give you an opportunity to ask us any questions

3 that you nlght have bhased on reading the proposed

4 plans or any of the other information on these

5 projects.

6 Let‘s take a moment to lock at the agenda
7 that you may have picked up when you entered the

8 room tonight. As vou can see, we have three

9 projects that we‘ll discuss tonight. The first

10 topic on the agenda is the propogsed plan for

11 perched water at the test reactor system -- Test

12 Reactor Axea.

13 Following the presentation, we’ll have an
14 opportunity for you to ask us questions and gat

15 answers from the technical people on that project.
1lé And then after all -- after all the questions hava
17 been answered, we will take time to receivae your

1g formal verbal comments for the record on this

19 project.

20 Then after a short break, we’ll maove into
21 the secend half of the meeting where there will be
22 a presentation on each of the proposed plans for
23 the Motor Pool Pond and the {entral Faclilities Area
24 and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the auxiliary
25 reactor area,

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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Now, these two projects are vary similar;
and in response tc public comment previously that
recommended that we put topics together in one
meeting where they are similar, we have grouped
these two.

At this time, I'd like to fintroduce
sevaral individuale in the audience. The tlrsf is
Renel Smith, Reuel is at the back of the room. He
works as the community relations plan coordinator
for the INEL.

This is probably also a good time to
mention that the publlic comment periocd on DOE’s
community relatlons plan has been extended to
September 1, 1992. And if you’'re not familiar,
this plan is -- establishes the process for public
involvement in environmental restoration activities
for the INEL.

S0, 1lf you have any questions or issues
related to the community relations plan, you might
take this opportunity this evening to speak with
Reuel about them.

The second person I‘d llke to introduce
ts Mike Coa. Mike 1s -- represents the INEL public
affalrs office. 1If you have any questions

regarding INEL activities or issues that are not
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1 | the subject of tonight’s meeting, Mike is available
2 to help get answers to those gquestion.
3 And, Mike, did you want to méake a
4 statement about the availabllity of the site
5 specific plans?
6 MR. COE: Yes. I just wanted to announce
7 tﬁat the drarft fiscal year '93 site specific plan
8 is now available for comment. The site specific
9 plan basically outlines INEL's environNental waste
10 management plans, activities and opportunities for
11 public participation for the coming year.
12 This year we’re making the draft
13 avallable for public comment s0 we can incorporate
14 the public comament into the final fiscal yaear '93
15 site specific plan. If you want a copy, just talk
186 to me during the break or some time; and I'll be
17 sure you get a copy.
ig MS5. GREEN: Thank you, Mike.
19 After each of the presentations tonight,
20 you’ll have an cpportunity to ask guestions on
21 them. 2And we've got -- the court reporter here is
22 recording the proceedings this evening. S50 -- 50
23 that she may hear clearly the questions, we’'d like
24 for you to use one of two approaches.
25 The note cards that you see on chairs are
CLEARWATER REFPQRTING
{800) 247-2748 -~ LEWISTON, ID 83501
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i for you to wrlte questions on, And then if you’ll
2 raise the note cards in the alr, Reuel or Mike will
3 pick them up and bring them up tc the front of the
4 room to be answerad.

5 The second apprcocach would be to use one

6 of the microphones. I belleve wa have the wireless
7 mike working this evening so you don't -- you won't
B need to come up front and use the mike. You can

9 ask the quastions from your chalir.

10 Agalin, i1f you could please try to ask one
11 quastion at a time S0 we can answer -~ answer the
12 first gquestion before we go on to ancther one, we
13 would appreciate it.

14 Then after each question and answer

15 period is over, we will begin the formal comment

16 peried for receiving oral comments on the projects.
17 With that iatroduction, I‘d like to turn
is the mike aver to a couple of the agency

19 representatives from EPA and the State. On my
20 immediate left is Pave Hovland from the State of

21 Idaho, and to his left is Linda Meyver. And I°'d

22 like to give them both a chance to make a few brief
23 opening remarks.

2; Dave?
25 MR. HOVLAND: Thank vou, Lisa.
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I'm the sState’s INEL technical manager
with the Division of Environmental Quality in
Boise. I'll be wearing another hat tonight. I'm
alsc the lead for the TRA area.

I have a counterpart named Sean
Rosenberger in Idaho Falls. He’'s not here tonight,
but two of his staff are here. And
they’'re going to represent the State on two of the
other proposed plans.

I’d 1ike to introduce Dave Frederick.
Dave’'s an environmental scientist, and he’'s the
lead for CFA. His other colleague is Tom Stcops.
Tom i an envircnmental scientist, and he*s the
lead for ARA.

Im also pleased to introduce Mr. Dean
Nygard. Dean is the State’s manager for the
Federal Facility Section in the Divisicn of
Environmental Quality, and this includes the INEL
site.

I'd also like to =may that the State
supports all three of the proposed plans. The
State’s been actively involved throughout the
entire process leading up to these recommendations.

1'd like to encourage public comment. We

find it very important to get the public comment at
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1 this time because we‘re goling to be preparing a
2 responsiveness summary and completing a record of
3 decision. And that’s all I have.
4 MS. MEYER: I'm Linda Meyer with the
-] Environmental Protection Agency. I apclogize to
6 anyone that was -~ attended the technlical briefing,
7 and Wayne promised he‘'d be here. So, I hope i
8 don‘t disappeint you; but 1’11 be representing the
9 EPA for all three of the projects tonight.
10 I was the project manager for the Perched
11 Water System., I'd just like to reemphaeize that a
12 decision hae not been made on these projects. They
13 are just recommendaticns, and ycur input ia
14 important in this process. 8o, I encourage
15 everybody to participate.
16 MS. GREEN: Thank you, Linda.
17 with that, let’s move right into the
18 first proposed plan, the presentation on the
19 Perched Water System at TRA. 1I'll turm things over
20 to Nolan Jensen. Nclan is the DOE project manager
21 for the Perched Water Project,
22 Nolan?
23 MR. JENSEN: <Can you hear this? oOkay.
24 If we can get the technology down. Now, firat
2% question, if I stand rlght here, can everyone see?
CLEARWATER REPORTING
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Can you see past me from both sides? Okay. I'1ll1
stay here then.

Okay. Like Lisa says, we're going to be
talking about three projects tonlght. First, the
Perched Water System at the Test Reactor Area.
You've heard a couple acronyms thrown around
already. That’s what we're referring to when we
say TRA; the Mctor Pool Pond at the Central
Facllities Area or CFA; and the Chemical
Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area or
ARA .

Let me just throw up a phectograph of each
of these sites right gquick. And thils 1s the Test
Reactor Area or most of it any way, the outline of
the facllity; and these are the wastewater ponds
that we’ll talk about a little bit later.

This Is the -~ what used to be the Motor
Pool Pond before it was taken out of use. And this
18 the Auxiliary Reactor Area number one, and this
is tha Chemical Evaporation Pond that we‘ll be
talking about or, again, what used to be the pond,
where the pond was located.

Now, before we talk about these
individual sites, in order to get -- kind of set

the framework for how we’re going to discuss the
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1 sites, what I'd like to do first is just quickly go
2 over with you again the superfund process and how
3 we gat to the decisions oxr the recoammendations that
4 we have come to, to bring to you tonight.
] Okay. 5Some of you may know at the ond of
6 1989, the INEL was placed on what is known as the
? national priority 1ist. And what that means 1h
8 that the INEL i3 now a site that has been deemed to
9 have contamination or potential contamination that
0 could pose a threat teo human health and the
11 environment.
12 Once a site is listed on the NPL, then we
13 are obligated to go out and look at tha potential
14 contamlnation and determine what risk it poses and
i5 what type of c¢lean up needs to be done.
16 50, this investigation is calied the
17 remedial investigation. And the remedial
le investigation answers a couple of key questlons.
19 First, it answers what’s out there, what kind of
20 contamination is there, and how much, how far
21 spread 1s it. And then 1t answers, okay, what is
22 the risk that that contaminatlion poses.
23 Once we've gone through the remedial
24 investigation, the three agencies come to &
25 recommendation on what they believe the approprlate
CLEARWATER REPORTING
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action {2 for that site. Once we have come to a
recommendation, we bring that recommendation to the
public; and that begins what's known as the
decision-making procese. And we are at that stage
right now, We’'re coming to the public¢ with our
recommendation and asking for your comménts on our
recommendation.

When we receive the commants, we will
summarize them and respond to them in a document
called the record of decision. And that is the
document that formally puts Into place the decision
for -~ for the sites,

Okay. One more time, what are we going
to talk to you about tonight? Each of the three
sites has recently gone through a remedial
investigation. And, again, as 1 mentioned earlier,
the purpose of the remedial investigation is to
answer these two key questions: What’s sut there?
What kind of contamination is ocut there? And how
bad is it, or what risk does it pose?

Now, when we get to the risk assessment
process, risk is -- of the contaminant -- was
looked at in two ways. Plrst of all, contaminants
are looked at, which are known to be carclnogens or

potential carclilnogens. And so, the firset thing we
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do is assess the carclanogenic risk or
cancer-cauging risk.

8o, the contaminants which are
potentially known carcinogens are evaluated to
deternine what exposure someone would come im
contact with. And then that exposure is compared
with a riask range, which 1s established in a
regulation called the Mational Contingency Plan.
That’s located in the Code of Federal Regulations
in forty CFR three hundred.

And in that Code of Federal Regulations
in the National Contingency Plan, there is a risk
range that’s established. And that is that a risk
within the range of one in ten thousand to one in
one million or below, 15 consldered to be
acceptable.

In other words, if ~- if there 1is a
chance of somaone incurring cancer in a chance of
one in ten thousand or blow, then that is
consldered acceptable, if that makes sense.

Okay. After the carcinogenic risk is
evaluated, then the toxic or noncarcinogenic risk
is evaluated. And noncarcinogenlic risk is health
effects other than cancer, anything from -- from a

heart disease or an orgam problem or skin rashes,
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whatever, those are the kinds of things that we’'re
talking about with the noncarcinocgenic riuks.

Now that‘s -- the noncarcinogenic riask is
locked at & little bit differently. Rather than a
chance of -- of cancer happening or a chance of a
health effect happening, what 1& done in the case
of noncarcinogenlc risk is EPA and cthers who study
toxic effects of different chamicals or
contaminants, they establish what is called &
reference dose. And that reference dose is just a
concentration of that contaminant which is known
not to cause an adverse health effect,

And 80, what ie done is that the exposure
from the site that is calculated is compared with
that reference dose that ls established by EPA or
in the literature. And basically, what is done is
You divide the concentration at your site by this
reference dose. And if it comas ocut to one or
lesa, then it is considered to not pose an adversae
effect. If it la one oxr above, it may cause an
adverse effact.

Okay. Now, how are we looking at these
sites at the INEL? The INEL is a big place. It
has a lot of different sites that we need to look

at. Approximately four hupdred of the sites out at
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1 INEL are going to be looked at under this

2 agreénant.

} So, tonight we're going to be talking

4 about three of those sites. One, again, like we

5 said, is at the Test Reactor Area. One is at

6 Central Facilities Area, and one is the Auxiliary

7 Reactor Area. These are known as waste area

B groups. 1It's just a term we came up with to help

9 cut down the pie into smaller pleces.

io After we have established waste area

11 groups -- oh, before I move that slide, the first
12 nine waste area groups, one through nine,

13 essentially corresponds to the different facilities
ia out at INEL. And then waste area group ten fille
15 in all the gaps or encompasses all of the

16 miscellaneous units outside of those facilities.

17 And it also focuees on the Snake River Plain

18 Aquifer as a whole,

19 Now, each of those waste area groups
2q is st11l a pretty large piece of work. S50, the

21 waste area groupe are further divided into what are
22 known as operable units. And that 1is something
23 that’'s discussed alsc in the regulation, the
24 national contingency plan.
25 And so, what is done is these groups are
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further broken down into bite-sized pleces, If yau
will, f{n order to focus resources and come to
decisions as quick as possible.

And so, what we're talking about tonight
are three operable units within three waste area
groups. So, what the concept is, is that we will
look at the individual sites {n each waste area
group. Once each individual site is locoked at,
then there will be one investigation done for the
entire waste area group., And that'’'s -- these are
these down here, the comprehensive investigation.

Gnce the comprehensive investigation
look at the entire waste area group is completed,
then the waste area group ten investigation will be
conducted, which will loek at the INEL as a whole,

And also, agalin, it will focus onr the
Snake River Plain Agquifer. Okay.

Yas?

MR. SMITH: We‘va had some other
folke come since we asked beforae if people could
see the slldes. I wonder 1f we ought to ask that
again,

MR. JENSEN: Am I standing in front of
where ycu need to be? Why don't you come up

here, Reuel; and 1'1]l stand off to the side,
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How about right here? Ias that better?

MR. SMITH: I1f you can see around me, wa
can,

M3. GREEN: VNow you‘re blocking ~-

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Are there any general
questlions on the process? WwWhat we’'re going to do
now is we’re going to talk about each of the three
sites tonf{ight. And we’'ll kind of walk through that
process with each one, and you can see how we come
to the recommendation.

Okay. The first one we’'re going to talk
about {s Perched Water System at the Test Reactor
Area or operable unit two dash twelve, And what
this invegtigatfion focuses on is out at the Test
Reactor Area -~ let’'s go ahead and put that pext
slide up -- out at the Test Reactor Area is one of
the reactor research facilities et INEL. And this
1s the -- part of the outline of the facility.

And as the industrial operations go on at
that facility, the wastewater from those operations
is discharged to a series of wastewater ponds,

This one right here -- there are three cells -- s
what‘s known as the warm waste pond. That's one
that we talked to you about last year. And that is

one that i1s undergoing design for cleanup right
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now.

The warm waste pond {8 alsc the greatest
source of contamination. But as these wastewater
ponds, as water goes into tham, the water
percolates through the floor of the pond through
the sediment into the subsurface.

Let's go ahead and do the next one.

NR. BROSCIOUS: Before you change that
one, could you just ballparkish describe with your
pointer where the plume is in relation teo that
aerial photo?

MR. JENSEN: I -- we'll have a -- give me
one more slide, and we‘ll get to ‘that. I've got
one of that. It’s not a photograph, but thls one
ign‘t big enough anyway.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Also, could you mention
exactly what’s -- what's golng on at the -- at
those facilities right now?

MR. JENSEN: Okay. As far as the
industrial operations?

MR, BROSCICUS: OQkay.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. There were three
reactors, and I don't claim to bea an expert on what
goes on in there; but thls was what was known as

the Engineering Tast Reactor. That’'s this area
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1 right here. That was & research reactor. This
2 is -~ the facillty in this area was known as tha
3 NMaterials Test Reactor. And then back in the
4 corner, just off the photograph, 1= what‘s known --
5 back in this corner is what‘s known aa the Advanced
6 Test Reactor. This reactor in this reactor
7 operations are ceased. They don’t happen anymora.
8 They shut them down. The only operating reactor
9 right now is the Auxlliary Reactor Area back off to
10 the left.
11 MS. GRBEN:V Advanced.
12 MR. JENSEN: Advanced, sorry. Advanced
13 Test Reactor Area back off to the left. And
- 14 basically, what that reactor ie for, from my
15 understanding, is to test different materials to
16 #ee how they react or how they react to being
17 bombarded with nuclear energy.
is8 Is that -- for those of you who know more
19 than me, 1s that about right?
20 MR. BROSCIOUS: 1Is the hot cell in there
21 still functioning?
22 MR. JENSEN: 1 assgume they have hot
213 cells, but I don’t know what -- anything about
24 that,
25 MS. GREEN: There are hot cells there,
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1 yes.
2 MR. BROSCIQUS: And is the fue] storage
3 -- water storage test still functioning?
4 MR. JENSEN: I dont know.
5 MS. GREEN: Well, as part of the reactorxr
6 facilitlies, there are fuel storage areasd in the
7 reactor facilities.
8 MR. JENSEN: Anyway, Just -- this is the
9 warm waste pond, again; and this 1s the cold waste
10 pond. Those are two key ones that I want you to
11 remember for later In the discussion.
12 Okay. So, what happens then is, as the
13 water ~- the waatewater goes into these ponds, it
1; percolates into the subsurface. The subsurface ls
15 essentlally interlayered basalt or lava rock, black
16 lava rock, and layers of soil,.
17 And what happens is the water goes
18 through the subsurface. It reaches layers that are
19 less permeable. And as it hits those less
20 permeahle layers, the water can’'t go through 1t as
21 fast; and so, it slows it down; and it starts to
22 mound up.
23 And so, under each ¢one of these ponds,
24 directly beneath them, there i1s a shallow perched
25 zone. It’s fairly small, directly under each pond.
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i And then it percolates finally through that layer
2 and goes down. And about 150 feet, there is
3 another layer, which 1s also less permesable, that
L] slows the water down. And there is a larger
5 perched water body that forms on that layer. And
6 as you can see, the aquifer is about 480 feet deep.
7 Okay. Let's go ahead to the next one.
8 This is the one that Chuck was interested in.
‘g That‘s the Test Reactor Area, again. The warm
10 waste pond, the cold waste pond; and that's the
11 approxXimate outer extent of the Perched Water
12 System. That s the larger, lower perched water
13 body. It‘'s about & little more than a half a mlle
14 across and about three-guarters, mayba nine-tenths
15 of a mile long.
1é MR. BROSCIOUS: Where are the two
17 injectlon wells in relation to that?
18 MR. JENSEN: The big one 1ls about
1% right -- well, in fact, I think {t’s that well
20 right there, that black dot. The cther one, I
21 beliave, is this one right here.
22 MR. HOVLAND: Now, the other one, meaning
23 the Well 53.
24 MR. JENSEN: 53, right. &3 was a shallow
25 injection well that was used for a few years. ARd
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i all these other black dots are monitox wella. 1In

2 fact, we used the two cloaed injection wells as

3 monltor wells at these sites.

4 MR. BROSCIOUS: And where is Well 65 in

5 relation to that?

6 MR, JENSEN: It's one of those right —-- I
7 know lt°s one of theosae three.

8 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Could you giv§ the
8 dimensions of that again? 1 missed them.

10 MR. JENSEN: You can see it xight

11 there about --

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. ©No, the mcale.
13 MR. JENSEN: Well, that’s the scale.
14 Just approximately, I think {t‘s a 1ittle more than
15 a half & mile this way and a little less than a

16 mile thls way. And that's approximate,
17 S0, what was done to find this
18 information out, was these different monitor wells
19 were sampled and water levels measured, S0, that’'s
20 how we went about gaining information on what this
21 Perched Water System was all about.
22 MR. BROSCIOQUS: 1In terms of monitoring
23 wells outside of the perched water table area, you
24 show relatively few of them --
25 THE REPCRTER: I can‘t hear him.
CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, 1D 83501

Mon Nov 23 10:40:19 1992

Page 258



Lo
11
12
13
14
15
16
L7
19
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

23

MS. GREEN: Could you speak up a bit,
giry

MR. BROSCIQUS: I said in terms of the
Plume, you have relatively few monitoring wells
outside of the plume area, especilally to the --
what 1 assume is5 the southeast there. I wonder
what evidence you have that that’s the limit of the
plume.

MR. JENSER: Do you want to talk about
that, Peter, for a minute? This is Peter Sinton,
who was the one that constructed the groundwater
model., We‘re kind ¢f getting ahead of ourselves a
little bit, 80 -- but that’s &all right.

MR. SINTON: Several of the wells for the
deep perched system, the blgger system, the
boundary of the system jis defined fairly well
around this perimeter because several of thess
wells are actually dry.

Now, on the northwestern side, there 1is
some question --

MR. HOVLAND: HNortheastern.

MR. SINTOR: Northeastern, vyeah. All on
this boundary, there‘s some question about exactly
where this -- this boundary is, but it's falrly

close to this area right in here.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON;: Excuse me. I had
uﬁderstood that the State oversight committee had
felt that on some of those wells that you had run
them too deeply and, therefore, had missed the
Perched Water System aand that, in fact, that plume
might be largear.

MR. HOVLAND: Well, actuvally, it was the
Division of Environmental Quality. It was ocur
group that noted that and made the comment,
Basically, as we want through our comment
resolution period In the modeling that Peter is
going to present, that that edge as -- we might
have to go back to that diagram showing the Perched
Watar System.

That edge, as it tapers ocut, 1is not
completely defined; but it’s close. And I think
when we looked at it and went through the different
comment resolutions and talked to the people who
put the wells in, the U.5. Gecloglical Survey and
the type of modeling that Peter 1is going to be
talking about or Nolan, you*ll see that the
modeling that they do takes the effect of the mnajor
portion of the perched water zone. And the little
tapering edge doesn‘t really add that much to Lt.

S0, what they're doing is loocking at the
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maximum risk from that, the effact of that on the
Snake River Plain Aquifer when they model. Bat I
think it‘e going to be important to see the
modeling that they dlid and then maybe ravisit this,

M&. GREEN: If I could just interject a
little here, We do have a question and answer
period after the presentation. And 1f ~- but I
don’'t want to discourage you from raising questions
that are key to your understanding along the way.
o, if you have things that really need explained
right now to understand, go right ahead.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. On my left
of that slide, what are the depths of those wells?
Like the ones that are outside the plume?

MR, SINTON: Over here?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. Keep going
to the left outslde of the plume.

MR, JENSEN: Over here?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. What are the
depths of theose wells?

MR, SINTON: These wells go -- 1 baelieve
thay go down to the lower Interbed, which is what
this perched water body is on top of. I doen’t know
the exact depths, but they go down to that

interbed.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(BOU) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 10:41:22 1992

Page 261



26

1 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And can you explain
2 to me, just in lay language, how you read that

3 wall?

4 MR. SINTON: How you read it?

5 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yea. 1In other

6 words, if I understand it, there's a hole in the

7 ground that goes down into the rock.

é MR. SINTON: That’s correckt, yes.

9 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: MHow do you
10 determine at what level that perched watexr pool is
11 located? How do you read the well?

12 MR. SINTQHN: Okay. Can you put the

13 other bell-shaped curve on there?

. 14 What is done is a well ls drilled. 1It's
15 & hole in the ground. It’'s drilled down and, for
16 most of those wells, they’re drilled into these --
17 into this sediment right in here and completed with
18 a caslng and a well screen, which is open to the
19 basalt rock in here.

20 And then after the well is completed,
21 water will flow inte ft. And water wlll rise to
22 the level that this perched water table is at.
23 That*s how we know where it 1is. S0, where it's
24 dry, the wells are completed out here on the
25 periphery or the edge; and there’s no water in
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them., That’s how we know where the edge of this
is.

HR. BROSCIOUS: What is your completion
depth? What is the fnterval completion distance?

MR. SINTON: Most of the older wells are
completed -- some of them are actually open. Other
ones are completed guch that they’re across this
entire interval. The newer ones, some are
completed right at the top. Some are completed
right at the bottom se¢ that we can get an idea of
vertical head diatribution or hydraulic gradient.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me. That
was a great question, but I didn’t understand what
it meant. So, could you tell me what that gradient
meant or vhaere it’s gcreened? You just explained
where Lt was screened, but I don’t know what that
means.

MR. SINTON: Okay.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any ~- eny figures
in the RI that show an example, a croas sectlion of
a well?

MR. SINTON: Yeah, wa do.

MR. HOVLAND: I think that would be
pretty helpful to see what that looks like.

MR. SINTON: Could we maybe draw it on
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there? Okay. What Nolan has just drawn is & well.
And the wells are drilled down into thase
sediments. And then what we do 1s we install a
casing which goes on in the inside of the hole.
The casing is cemented into place so it doean’t
leak. And then the casing has -~ it selther has
holes in it, or it has what we call a scraen, which
is almost iike a screen on a -- you know, like your
porc¢h mcreen doorxr, kind of like that. It's wmuch
more sturdy than that, but that’'s what it‘s like.

And that would be what we call the
completion interval. And that would be where water
would come into this wall and rise up to this
level. Or if you took a water sample, you took a
sample, you took some of the water out ¢of the well,
that’s where water would enter the well and come
up; and we would take it out.

Does that answer your gquestion?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Thank you.

MR. JENSEN: And casling is Just pipe in
the ground., It’s just a pipe in the ground.

R’ SINTON: Okay,

MR. JENSEN: All right. What I wanted to
ghow you Just before we talk about the risk

asgessment 1s when they drill some of these walls,
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1 they core them. And f{f you wonder what the basalt
2 looks like down there, this is It. This 1is
3 bas!fcally what the aquifay loocks like and
4 everything above the aguifer, just layers of basalt
S like this.
6 And then in between this, there will be
7 layers of, like, sand or gravel as interbeds.. And,
8 as you can see, this has kind of got some holaes in
) it., Those are where when the lava flows went out,
10 there were gasses in them that caused these
11 bubbles. But as you'’ll notice or if you‘ve looked
12 at them, you'd mee that these holes aren’'t
13 Interconnected very well.
14 S50, the water doesn’t flow
15 through the holes, This is pretty much just solid
16 rock. But 1f you locked at it on a bigger scale,
17 you know that there was fractures and cracks 1In the
18 rock.
19 And 80, when we talk about an aquifer or
20 the parched water being down there, it°'s not like
21 there'; a4 big cave full of water. 1It's just that
22 water 1s sitting in all the little cracks. But, at
23 a certain level, those cracks are full of water;
24 and above them, they‘re not. So, that's kind of
25 tha top edge of that Perched Water Systen.
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1 Does that make sense?
2 MR. BROSCIOUS; The alluvium or the
3 interbeds are not necessarily sand and gravel, are
4 they?
5 MR, SINTON: Not all of them are.
6 MR. BROSCIOUS: HNot if you’ve got perched
7 water tables on them.
‘8 MR. SINTON: Ho. They're finar grained
9 than sand and gravel. Some of them have clays or
10 cinders in them. They're usually pretty fine
11 grained.
12 MR. JENSEN: FKind of red clay looking
13 things, really.
li MR. SINTON: That's right.
15 MR. JENSEN: From the cores I‘ve seeén.
16 Okay. All right. So, that’s what the
17 perched water i{s in,
lB“ Now, the next slide, basically, what
19 we've done so far is explain how we go about
29 finding out what's out there. The next important
21 part is, okay., we Xnow it's there; is that a
22 problem aor not? ’
23 And what is done there is, we go through
24 what's called a risk assessment. And what I'm
25 going to do now is hand over the mike to Joe Gorxdon
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from Dames & Moore who did the work on the risk
assessment for this project. And take it away.

MR. GORDON: Thank you, Nolan.

Well, this flow chart is a graphic
repragentation of the risk assessment process. The
first step is to evaluate the data that we've got
out at the site when we went out and did a site
investigation. And that data is applied in
essentially two parallel pathways: the toxicity
assaessment and the exposure assessment,

The toxicity assessment, we evaluate
those contaminants which -~ from both a
carcinogenic and a noncarcinoganic standpoint. And
then over in the exposure assassment, we locok at
tha pathways to humans and nonhuman receptors as
well as uptake of contaminants through all those
pathways.,

éhen those two paralle]l paths are brought
back together in the risk charactarization when we
look at the lmpact of exposure and apply the dose
response to those uptakes.

So, the first step was to come up with
the contaminants that we are concerned with., And
the way that we did that i{s we screened

contaminants at the site and evaluated them to
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1 identlfy the ones that were going to contrlbute

2 greater than one percént of the risk at the site.

5 And these are the onasg that came out of

4 that screening. The ones that are shaded here, are
5 the ones that turned out to dominate the risk in

6 the risk assessmnent.

7 Okay. To svaluate the risk at the site,
8 we constructed an exposure scenario where we had a
9 hypothetical resident farmer who constructs a well
i0 out at the site right into Snake River Plain

11 Aguifer directly below the Perched Water System.

12 And he takes all of his water for domestlc purposes
13 from that well, irrigates his crops, consumaes cCrops
1; grown at the site, feeds his livestock with those
1% crops and that groundwater and consumes that

16 livestock.

17 Okay. We also evaluated nonhuman

18 receptors., We looked at vegetation by looking at
1l uptake of groundwater. We looked at herbivores by
20 looking at thelr uptake of groundwater as well as
21 ingestion of vegetation that's lrrigated with
22 groundwater and direct soll contact that may have
23 been contaminated by that groundwater that’s pumped
24 trom the agquifer as well as carnivores who are

25 exposed to the same pathways with the addition of
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1 other animals out at the site.
2 OCkay. In order to do this, we
3 constructed a groundwater model! whose purpose it
4 was to predict concentrations cf contaminants in
5 the aquifer ovar time.
6 Now, do we have a -- all right. Here,
7 let’s put this one up. Let’s go to this one here.
] In order to do that, we looked at someone
9 constructing a well and completing it in the Snake
10 Rivar Plain Aquifer directly belaw the site. And
11 we looked at the screen lntervals, that we talked
5 12 about before, which was only twelve feet.

1§ S0, we looked at -- okay. We looked at

. 14 contaminantsg flowlng down from the deep perched
15 zone to the Snake River Plain Aquifer and pumping
16 just the top twelve feet of water from the Snake
17 River Plain Aquifer so we didn’'t look at dilution
18 from the reet of the agquifer.
19 If someone was to go out and install a
20 well for domestic purposes, the screened interval
21 would probably be something on the order of 50 to
22 100 feet. So, this tends to overestimate risks at
21 the site.
24 MS. MINEUR: Excuse me. Could you repeat
25 that where you say --
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THE REPORTER: I can’t hear her.

MS. GREEN: Speak up, please, Lynn,

MS. MINEUR: I'm }just trying to -- on
that diagram, are you taelling me that a person is
golng to drill a 500-foot well?

MR. GORDON: Right. Okay. This is
someone that goes out to the site te live, this
would be 125 years in the future. The Perchéd
Hater System would not be there anymore. So, you
would -- you would drill right through this and
these contaminants -- well, the water won't be
there anymore. And we assume that contaminants are
stil) up In the surface water pond therae.

Okay. That warm waste pond, wWe assume
it's still there; and obviously, the Test Reactor
Area won‘t be there anymore. We assume that the
Test Reactor Area will operate for another 25 years
followed by a 100-year institutional control
period. COCkay. So, this is -~ this is a well that
is completed down to the Snake River Plain Aquifer;
but obviously, this water is gone up here.

MS. GREEN: Joe?

MR. GORDCON: Yes.

MS, GREEN: 1If you could clarify, too,

that the perched water is gone long before the
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H l125-year period.

2 MS. MINEUR: 1 understand that. Where

3 1'm confused is, I thought you maid earlier that

4 the Snake Rivaer Plain Agquifer 1s not a caveful or

5 an underground lake of water; fs that correct?

6 MR. GORDON: That’a right,

7 MS. MINEUR: S0, why are we drilling at

[ 500 feet? HNumber one, what happens at S00 feet

9 that'e different than --

10 MR. GORDON: This 1s all dry. This is

11 all going to be dry. You won't encounter water

12 until you get down to 480 feet.

11 And, also, just a point of clarification,
14 this well, doesn’'t matter when it happens, if

15 somebody wants to get groundwater, they have to

16 drill to 500 feet or they don’t get it. Whether it
17 happens today or tomorrow or whenever, as long as
18 that perched water is gone.

19 MR. BROSCIOUS: B8ut in 20 years, they
20 could drill into the deep perch and probably still
21 find water.

22 MR. GORDON: If the reactor rune for --
23 MR. BROSCIOUS: I know. But in
24 20 years --
25 MR. GORDON: There will still be some
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perched water there, yes. One thing I didn't
mention earlier was that the only reason that
perched water is there is because those ponds are
there. That's a man-made feature. That didn't
ugsed to ba there.

S50, when the reactor ehuts down, they go
away.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Do you want to
clarify that for me because the one reactor that’'s
contributing the most to tke cold water waste pond
is going to go until 2007 and will not be
completely decommissioned for 27 years.

MR. GORDQN: Right.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, Iln 20 years it
will still be there?

MR. GORDON: Right, and the model dlid
assume that.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Did your model take into
consideratlon in the process of drilling down to
the aquifer, as in all drilling processes, there's
a4 lot of mixing of all the drilling findings in the
process of going down, the mixture that --
contaminants that would still be in the sediment
beds even though there may not be water in it in

125 years?
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MR. GORDON: Well, no. The health and
safety aspects of actually putting a well In at the
site ware not considered. Is that your question?

MR. BROSCIOUS: They weren’t?

MR. GORDON: No. I mean, it'e a
hypothetical well that we looked at. HBRasically,
what we were trying to do --

MR, BROSCIOUS: Okay. But even
hypothetically, you have to drill down through
those contaminated sediments which will still have
residuals in them for infinity. And in the process
of drilling down through that, that the well
casing, even the bits and everything, are going to
become contaminated with whatever residuals are
still there.

Did you include that in the model?

HR. HOVLARD: Joe, what he might be
getting at, I think, Ls there are common practices
where you can use telescope casing or you wouldn‘t
have to be concerned, ag he's talking about, just
drilling a hole straight down there.

50, there’'s -- there’'s things that are
inherent in good drilling practices,

MR. GORDON: Yeah. 1 think what you're

getting at is not a key feature of potential risk

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 10:45:41 1992

Page 273



38
1 at the site, I mean, if you’re asking if we would
2 have drilled right through the surface warm waste
3 pond, we did not consider that.
4 MR. BROSCIOUS: Well, the contaminated
] sediments i{s going to be the whole width of the
[ plume, the whole aize of the pluma. And they’re
7 going to still be thers. And the -- you know, to
8 assume that -- that -~ you’‘re assuming that there's
9 going to be some high tech drilling operation that
10 goes out there that knows that thera's radicactive
4 i1 contamination in those sediments and thosea
12 interbeds., And, you know, they‘zre going to seal as
13 they go down and try to do 1t the same way you deal
14 with your monitoring wells. But you can‘t even
15 drill monitoring wells down there without getting
16 contamlination in the process of golng down. It
17 s<rews up your sanmpling, even with current
18 technology.
1% M5. GREEN: So, if I understand yon
20 correctly, you're wondering 1f we factored in to
2% the risk assessment for that reslident, the rlsk of
22 doing the actual drilling.
23 MR. BROSCIOUS: Right.
24 ¥S., GREEN: Like alrborne inhalation or
25 whatever --
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1 MR. BROSCIOUS: There’s going to be

2 residuals in the process that are going to get

3 mixed up, and the first tan years they’'re goling to
4 pump out of there, they’'re golng o be pumping -—-

5 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: They’'re just goling
6 to inoculate, you know, with the drill. 1It’s Just
? going to inoculate that area of the agquifer with

8 the contamlnants from above. So, you have to take
9 that intc consideration, correct? The sediments
10 fullminto the hola.

11 MR. GORDON: Well, I think you have to

12 take -- mit back and take & look at what we're

13 talking about hexre. We‘re talking about a billion
14 gallons of water that’s spread over a one nile by a
15 half mile area. And a cross sectional area of

16 those contaminants in the sediments at that level
17 right there is not going to be a key player in

18 the --

i9 MR. BROSCIOUS: Do you have data to

20 support that? Have you tested the sediments?

21 MR. GORDON: WYe didn’t da that

22 calculation. I‘m sure that it would show

23 that 1t’s not a key player in the risk assessment.
24 MR. HOVLAND: But, no, we didn‘t do that.
25 MR. GORDON: But, no, we didn't.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, you said they
wera golng to put it in right next to this pond.

At the technical brilefing, when I discussed it with
the people, they sald they were just going to leave
~- when that top shallow parch zone went, it would
go in two or three months, and that’s vhera they’re
going to.be. 50, you've got lots of things in the
shallow perch zone that are just going to be
gitting there, some of them with long half-lives,
that are going t¢ be contaminants of concern. And
1t will be affected in that. I don’'t know how you
can say it isn‘t part of it.

MR, GORDON: Well, we’ll have to think
about it. But that‘s not something we did.

MS. GREEN: It was not done in the risk
assessment, and it*s not a practice, I don’t
believe, that -- Lt‘s not a calculation that’s
called out in the guidelines for dolng risk
assessment, I don't bhelleve.

MR. GORDON: Well, here‘s the key issue.
The purpose of the risk assessment was to evaluate
whether we should clean up the water, okay? And
this operable unit is the water. Sometimes the --
the contaminants that are in this top 50 feet

there, are part of a different operable unit.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Part of this
cenfusion comes in because at the technical
briefing, nobody could decide what part of what
operable units those contaminants were when they
ware in the shallow perched zone.

They wera part of the shallow perchaed
zone. But {if they divide up, are they still part
of the shallow porched zone, or did they go to the
sediments that are on tep of the pond? And nobody
could decide, so0 we didn’'t really know where they
were either. There was no real consensus found as
to what vas going to happen to those contaminants
that were in the shallow perched zone.

S0, you‘re telling me that they're going
to be considered in an entirely different operable
unit?

MR. GORDON: They‘l]l have t¢ be because
what -- Dbaslcally, what we talked about was tha
sediments in the pond, themselves, will bhe looked
at as -- basically, Qhat we do is try to come up
with reasonable ways, the most reasonable ways,
that people would be exposed.

And we’ve already identiflied each pond
sediment as operable units of specific

investigations. The perched water is one; but as
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1 far ae those sediments down there, the only way

2 that those would be evaluated, that I c¢an think of
3 right now, I8 in the flnal assessment.

4 NS. MINEUR: So, they’'re not golng to

5 be evaluated until the --

6 THE REPORTER: I can’t hear that.

? ME. GREEN: Lynn, can you -~

8 MS. MINEUR: -- operable unit ten.

9 MR. GORDON: Operable unit ten is up

io0 herea.

11 MS. MINEUR: Right. 1I°m aware of that.
12 MR. GORDON: Then, operable unit, I guess
13 it would be --

14 MS. MINEUR: Thlrteen?

15 MR. GORDON: Two dash thirteen will be

16 all of the rxest.

17 MS. MINEUR: I guess I need to repeat

18 that again. The sediments I'm trying to --

19 THE REPORTER: I cannot hear her.
20 MR. GORDON: Do you want to use this?
21 MS. MINEUR: Are you saying that the

22 sodiments themselves under each of the ponds will
23 be consldered an operable unit with that pond? My
24 question is where will the sediments, after the

25 deep perched water has moved, evaporated, done 1its
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1 thing, where are they going to be considered?

2 MR, GORDON: Okay. Scmeone can correct
"3 me if I'm wrong; but I'm pretty sure that that wlll
4 be considered in operable unit two dash thirteen

5 which is the WAG-wide RI/FS.

6 MR. JENSEN: That’s the only place they

7 would be in. We’'ve just got to remember to do Lit.
8 M5. MINEUR: We will remind you.

9 MS. GREEK: Those are the subsurface

10 sediments, not the surface sediments, right?

11 That's what you’re talking about.

12 MR. GORDON: Right. And what we would

13 look at when we did that 1s what are the reasonable
14 ways people will be exposed to contaminantes out

15 there?

16 MR. JENSEN: And what Joe is trying to

17 say is with sediments in the depth like that, it’'s
18 going to be pretty tough to get them to people.

19 MS. MINEUR: All they have to do 1ls drill
20 a well.

21 MR. JENSEN: Right.
22 MS8. MINEUR: But could you repeat that
23 citation for me?
24 MR. GORDON: This one -- this perched
25 water is operable unit two dash twelve.
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Operable unit two dash thirteen will ba all of TRA,
all of the things that ware not considared in

any of the other specific operable units, one
through twelve.

Do you remember this one here? Right
hera, the investigation of the whole test reactor
area, okay? So, that will evaluate not just thoszse
sediments, but anything else that was -- any
residuals that may have been left there from
operable units two through twelve. Or anything
elgse that didn't fall intoc one of those operable
units will be evaluated on a WAG-wide basis.

And then, again, the entire site will be
evaluated for -- in a sitewide Snake River Plain
Aquifer Study.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Is that in 19957

ME. GORDON1i r98.

MR. JENSEN: ‘98 is the start of that.

MR. BROSCIOUS: 1It‘s not going to be
pulled together until ’9%7?

MR. GORDON: I don’t know. Probably ‘99
or even 2000.

M5. GREEN: The final record of decision
would be 2G01, I think.

URIDENTIFIED PERSON: When 16 two
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thirteen scheduled?

MR. GORDOR: I think it starts in ‘96, if
I remember right, ‘95 or *96.

Ckay. Well, the results of the risk
assessment are that in 125 years the risk to a
person who completes that waell out at the site
consumes all his water and all of his vegetables
and livestock from the site, the risk to that
individual 18 one in 179 million.

_Now, as part of EPA’s review of the risk
assassment, they went through to figure out at what
time, hypothetically, could someone go out there
and dzink that water under that same scenario, and
we came up with ten years, actually, in the year
2000, and s8ti1ll be within the acceptable range of
risk.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay., 1In your
documentation in hera, because that was one 6: the
things I looked at, when they went in 30-year
increments for, I believe it was chromium and
tritium, it falls withln the acceptable limits
thirty years after 1995. So, that's not ten years.

MR. GORDON:  Actually, it’'s for someone
who starts living there in 1985, I was

congérvative here and said someone wha starts
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1 living there in the year 2,000 and lives there for
2 a 30-year period.
3 UNIDEBTIFIED PERSON: Okay. What it says
4 heré, The carcinogenlc risk from tritium exceeds
5 the acceptable risk rangs for the 30-year periods
[3 beglinaning 1990 and 19%5. So, you're saying that it
7 moves there -- it will be 40 years before --
8 MR. GORDON: It will be the year 2000.
9 1f you moved there in the year 2000, the 30-year
10 period staxting in the year 2000 is within the
11 acceptable range.
12 UNIDENRTIFIED PERSON: Okay.
13 MR. GORDON: S0, the one that started in
14 1990 or 1995 wasg above. It sxceeded the acceptable
15 range; but the one that started the year 2000, 18
186 at the acceptable range.
17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Oksy. This is a
18 person planting his vegetables there and drawing
19 his water therev?
20 MR. GORDOMN: Right. That starts in 2000
21 and lives there until 2030.
22 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Which one of you
23 guys ls going te volunteer for thise?
24 MR. GORDON: I will.
25 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: one of the
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1 questions I have in the risk assessment 1s, if that
2 person can live there until 2030, are we saying the
3 incidence of cancer will not occur during that time
4 | perlod?
5 MR. GORDON: No. The incidence of cancer
€ over that person‘’s entire lifetime. 7T0-year
7 lifetime is what‘e considered, The 30 years ia how
8 long the person lives there, which is the 80th
9 percentile of how long somecone actually lives in
10 the same place.
11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.
12 MR. JENSEN: So, what he‘s saylng is, the
123 EPA Ils establishing sone standards for evaluating
14 risk. And one of those is that a standard
15 calculation or a standard assumption in the
16 calculaticn is that you assume someone will live
17 thére for 30 years. And that's why they were the
18 J0-year increments.
19 MR. GORDON: Okay. Similarly, the
20 noncarcinogenic health effects, the risk from
21 noncarcinogenjic contaminants, was also found to be
22 acceptable for. the 125-year scenarioc as well as for
23 the 10-year scenario.
24 So, in summary, there are currently
2% no unacceptable risks to members of the public
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since the eite is restricted and perxched water is
boelow grade. And for the future on-site resident,
the risk will fall within the acceptable range
within ten years.

And with that, I guess I*'1ll turn it back
over to Nolan.

MR. JENSEN: All right. So, as you
probably already know 1f you‘ve geaen the proposad
plan, what is recommended for this site is thet
there will be no ramedia) action taken. However,
because we did this based on predictions of what
the concentrations will be, we‘re alac recognizing
that we need to monitor to make sure that those
predictions arxe correct and that all of the
assumptions that we based these calculations on are
correct.

80, we do plan to monitor. And also the
National Contingency Plan establishes that periodic
reviews be done; in fact, that they be done no less
often than every five years. S50, these reviews
would also be done by the agencies at least every
five yeare and, perhaps, more often, if necessary,
to make sure that what we have recommended, 1f we
do take that route after public comment -- where

shall I stand? -- that {t’s all right; that the
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assumptions are still accurate.

Okay. Now, just -- this Lsn't working is
it? Okay. 8o, we just put this slide together to
explain, after a couple of the other meetings when
questions were asked, what -- you know,‘uhat are
you talking about when you talk about monitoring?
What does that mean?

And, basically, what it would mean is, we
would read to go out and keep testing wells,
especlally for certain contaminants that we knew
were risk drivers. And I just put tritiam and
Chromium up there because those are ones that we
know are key contaminants. And we would need to
monitor probably several wells In the aquifer, that
are screened down in the agquifer, as well as some
up in the Perched Water System.

¥e would have to make a decision on how
often the sampies would be collected and water
levels measured and then, also, decleion points for
what happens 1f our assumptions are wrong.
Cbviously, we’ll need to go back and revisit the
decision. Or perhaps another decision is at what
point do we change monitoring frequencies and
things like that.

So, that’'s what we're talking about when
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1 we B8y we're golng to monitor.

2 MR. BROSCIQUS: I8 the State golng to

3 do split sampling?

4 MR. HOVLAND: The Division of

5 Environmental Quality is not dofng split sampling.
6 The oversight program is involved in a lot of

7 different sampling throughout, and there are pecple
8 assigned to the Test Reactor Area. And that is an
9 option.

10 MR. BROSCIOUS: But you're not doing it
11 now? I'm saying the oversight program isn’‘t dolng
12 1t now?

13 . MR. HOVLAND: Split sampling?

14 MR. BROSCIOUS: Yeah.

1s MR. HOVLAND: Specifically, they’'re not
16 doing any split sampling -- are you saying related
17 to this monitering plan or just any split sampling?
1@ MR. BROSCIOUS: Any split sampling at

19 the test reactor.

20 MR. HOVLAND: Specifically, right now

21 they‘re not; but they do have plans whare they‘re
22 incorporating a lot of different types of sampling.
23 But the person te contact on that would be Mr.

24 Flint Hall in Idaho Falls. And his phone number 1is
25 §25-7300. And he’s the person assigned to that
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group for the oversight group.
MR. BROSCIQUS: So, there is -- at this
time, there’s no independent sampling of the test

reactor area?

MR. HOVLAND: Well, again, he has variocus

plana in effect. And you'd have to check to see
whare he 1is on thoge.

MR. BROSCIOUB: Actual sampling plans?

MR. HOVLAND: Yeah. He‘s putting those
together for the next couple of fiscal years.

MR. JENSEN: USGS does do sampling
too, indepaendent sampling at TRA. And I don’t kno
how often, but -~ and I don‘t know -~ they do
different wells at different frequencies, but they
deo independent sampling as well.

MR. HOVLAND: Now, there 1s sampling at
the production wells for drinking water.

MR. JENSEN: Right. Right. EG & G
does that for the drinklng water.

MS. GREEN: Well, we’ve had lots of
questions during the presentaticn. Since Nolan ha
completed his presentation, that brings us to the
general question and answer session on perched
water.

Does anybody have any other queations?

L
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1 Yes, sir.

2 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: It seams odd that

3 you fragment the waste on top of the surface with

4 the wastes that will eventually percolate Into the
5 aguifer. 1In other words, you’'ze not saying that

3 there are dangercus wastes tied up in the rock and
7 sediment all the way down to the aquifer. What

‘8 you're saying 1s that by the ground acting as a

e filter for these dangerous contaminants, that the
10 water below this level will be okay to drink; i=s

11 that correct?

12 MR. GORDON: Well, that is correct, yeah.
13 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, in other words,
14 if the contaminants are still there at a high

15 level, but just tied up in the land, sa, as far as
16 we know, if there's no major disruption of the

17 land, then they’re tied up nicely and belng stored
18 for us?

15 MER. GORDON: Right. And they're
20 detalned.
21 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And how long would
22 the decay process take before they’'d be safe for
23 somebody to bring a core up?
24 MR. GORDON: I didmn‘t do that
25 calculation, but several of the key contaminants
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1 have very short half-lives. 1In tha near term, you
2 know, over the next few years and probably until
3 soma@where around the year 2050, somsewhere in that
4 range, the risk actually is driven by tritium,
5 which has a 12-and-a-half-year half-life. Then
6 that drops off, and the risk turns out to be driven
? later by cobalt-60, which has a five-year
8 half-1ife.
9 S0, the risk is dropping off very
10 quickly.
11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, but that’s
12 sort of what we know to be¢ the risk today from
13 exposure. In other words, exposure levels are not
. 14 cast in concrete either. You know, we found that
15 sometimes when riske were thought toe be only for
16 eight to ten years, to show evidence of -~ of
17 exposure, actually, after 30 to 40 years, there's
18 slgnificant numbers of people showing effects.
19 50, in other words, those have to be
20 recalculated at times. Those are sort of unknown.
21 So, 1 wonder about tﬁa wisdom of letting the model
22 really let ua feel paaceful about, you know, about
23 some of the resldents owning that property.
24 MR. GORDON: Well, 1 agree with some of
25 what you’re saying; but I think that the
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carcinogenic riskXx from radionuclides 18 something

that we really do know quite a bit about. EPA

regards them as “"A" carcinogens with no

thresgshold. I think that actually, radionuclides
are some of the carcinogens that we know the most
about.

MR. JENSEN: Also, another point, llke
Joe said, when we come up —-- let me start over.

The model -- all the model did was predict
concentraticns. That’s the only purpose.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: At the end.

MR. JENSEN: Right. And then, as far as
how toxlc those contaminants are, those come out of
EPA's literature. So, the model didn’'t do any
calculations on that. Those were out of EPA
standards.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, the exposure is
after the land has acted as a filter to collect the
contaminants?

MR. JENSEN: Right.

M3. GREEN: Chuck?

MR. BROSCIQUS: Well, with the continued
use of the -- at least the Advanced Test Reactor
and the cold waste ponds and what other -- what

other unlined disposal sites that you have to the
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1 tune of something like 33 million gallons a year,

2 that’s going to continue to drive contaminants down
3 through the «- through the interbeds just by virtue
4 of the fact that the water, in its movement, is

L going to carry some of those contaminants with it.
[ MR. GORDON: Well «~~

7 ¥R, JENSEN: I was just going to say,

8 right now, the pond that Is putting the most water
9 into the system is the cold waste pond. And -~

io . MR. BROSCIOUS: Well, they'’re right side
11 by side. They’re both contributing toe the perched
12 water raegardless. And you‘re adding water to that.
13 And, you know, by virtue of the fact that that

14 water is migrating down toward the aquifer, it's

15 going to continue to take materizl and contaminants
186 with it.

17 MR. JENSEN: I gqguess I would defer to
18 Peter, but I think the key mechanisms that's driving
19 the risk here actually {8 water going through the
20 warm waste pond. And when you‘re discharging water
21 to the cold waste pond, that -- that inventory is
22 not cowming inte contact with the warm waste pond or
23 the shallow perched zone below the warm waste pond.
24 I don't know 1f Peter -- do you have
25 anything you want to add to that?
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1 MR, SINTON: That‘s basically what’e

2 going an.

k| MR. JENSEN: Okay. Lat me read this one
4 that came in on a note card. 1It’s similar to what
5 we talked about earlier.

6 And the guestion is, Under what operable
7 unit or units are the sediments in the shallow

[ perched water being evaluated for each of the four
9 waste ponds and the retaentlon basin and the Test

10 Reactor -- at the Test Reactor Area, and when are
11 they schoeduled?

12 O0h, good, you gave me this. All right.
13 This is the interagency agreement.

14 Let's see, the warm waste pond, as you

15 know, we evaluated that last year and determined

16 that that did need to be cleaned up. So, that

17 cne’s already been evaluated. The cold waste

18 pond --

19 UNIDERTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me, in the
20 warm waste pond, my understanding was that it was
21 at interim action.
22 MR. JERSEN: Right.
23 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And you told us, at
24 that time, that no plans had bean made to deal wlith
25 those sediments.
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MR. HOVLAND: Excusgse me, what was the
last part of the statement there?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: My uanderstanding in
that Interim action is that the sediment under the
liner, if the liner had not been breached, would
not be looked at.

M5. GREEN: There‘s some confusion hare.
The warm waste pond doesn‘t have the liner, This
is the project we brought out about a year ago
today for public community.

MR. JENSEN: And what you may be talking

about -~
UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, there's --
MR. JENSEN: Ckay. Lat me ~- there are
two -- there are two warm waste ponds, actually.

One of tham fsn’t built yaet. One of them {s just
being constructed, and it will be constructed with
a liner and with leak detection and all that stufr.

The new warm waste pond will be
constructed this year to replace the o0ld one. The
old one [s the one that we've already determlned
poses an unacceptable risk and needs to be cleaned
up.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Just which operable

unit 1is it?
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1 MR. JENSEN: That’s two dash ten.
2 Okay. Now, tha cold waste plan is two
3 dash nine., And that is alsc -- two dash nine is
£ the cold waste pond and the sewage lagoon. And
5 that one 18 also undergoing evaluation right now, a
§ preliminary one, a preliminary evaluation.
7 They‘ll be relooked at again, also, in
8 the -- in the WAG-wlde comprehensive plan. But
9 we're taking samples of those this summer.
10 UNIDERTIFIED PERSON: 8o, when -- when --
11 on two dash ten, when can we expect to hear
12 something about that?
113 MR. JENSEN: As far ag public comment?
14 UNIDENTIFTIED PERSON! Right.
15 MR. JENSEN: That was last year.
16 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And we won't ever
17 hear about It again?
18 MR. JENSEN: Well, what will have to
19 happen on that one, since it was an interim action,
20 again from the <¢omprehensive WAG-wide RIJFS, that
21 will have tc be looked at from that standpoint
22 again.
23 Go ahead, Dean. Talk‘to them.
24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: The reason I‘m
25 asking this question is because we sit in these
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1 technical briefings, and ({t’s very hard for us to
2 keep track of this. .And I realize it takes time,
3 but if you could just keep telling ue when we can
4 eéxpact to sea these pop up again, it helps uvus to
5 conceptuallze how these pleces fit together.
q MR. NYGARD: I was qgiving hand sighals to
7 Dave, but I‘11 just go ahead and answer the
8 quastion myself. Just -~ I think what you’re
9 agking is what’'s the status on the warm waste pond
10 elnce the last time we were out for public comment
11 on this.
12 The record of decision was signed on that
13 by the three agencies, and the warw waste pond
14 sediments will be remediated in accordance with
15 that record of decision that was signad back 1in
186 Decembar.
17 Tha status right now 1s that we are in
le remedial design, and there are -- it‘s Ln a ~-
19 actually developing pllot -- doing some pilot test
20 studies to determine how to extract the
21 contaminants from that sediment to achieve the
22 clean-up levels.
23 S50, we're atill -- we‘re still working on
24 that project. 1If you'd like some more information
25 on that, we can certainly give some more detall.
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1 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Doas that ~- I'm
2 qut trying to get back te this. Does that include
’ 3 the sedlmants in the shallow perched water table?
4 MR. JENSEN: That did not.
3 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Where will that be
6 dealt with?
7 MR. JENSEN: The conly place for that,
8 that I can think of, is in the comprehensive one.
é Because that interim action focused on the upper
10 two feet of mediments.
11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, for the -- to
: 12 make sure I understand this, for the warm waste
13 pond, it was not handled in two dash ten, 1s that
14 the sodiments in the shallow perched pond -- that’s
i 15 all I'm asking sbout -- will be handled in two
; 16 thirteen?
17 MS3. GREEN: Can we -- Reuel, can you put
18 up that layer cake slide =0 we can specifically
19 make sure we‘ve answered your gquestion.
20 MR. HOVLAND: Actually, Lynn, I wonder 1f
21 you're -- 1ls the question the sediments in this
22 interim action for the warm waste pond and the desep
25 perched sediments --
24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. No.
25 MR. HOVLAND: -- will all be -- it's not
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1 vhere those will be handled or reevaluated?

2 Because basically, those are --

3 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I got the answer on
4 the deep perched pond. My question now -- Mary‘s

5 right. It was very confusing at the technical

§ briefing. There are four waste ponds and one

7 retention basin. They each have a shallow pekched
8 water zone, corract?

9 MR. JENSEN: oOr have had.

10 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. I am

11 concerned about the sediments in those shallow

12 perched water zones, or what used to be, and under
13 which operable units for each of those five arcas
1; will those be considered?

15 HR. JENSEN: You're talking from here

1§ down?

17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. I don’t want
18 to talk from there down., Right there.

1% MR. JENSEN: Right there?
20 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Right there.

21 MR, JENSEN: Right.

22 URIDENTIFIED PERSON: For each of those,
23 which operable unit are they being conasidered
24 under?
25 MR. JENSEN: It would have to be
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thirteen, the comprehensiva. Doesa that wmake sense?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSONt That just conflicts
with the information we got last week. And that's
why I‘'m concerned. Bacause last week was -- ve
thought we were told that the shallow perxched zone
would be dealt with the pond akove it under thosa
operable units.

I'm just saying that -- you kaow, I'm
trying to get clarification. And that's why we‘re
taking so much time, is wa’'re trying to figure out
whaere these are going to be dealt with.

MR. NYGARD: Okay. I think I remember
some of that dlacussion. And there was a lot of
confusion when people were talking about the
shallow perched, what was being said. Were we
talking about shallow perched sediments, or were we
talking about perched water? .

And my recollection, from the way I heard
it, 8ince I was in that room and --

UNIDEKTIFIED PERSON: You should have
been in our raoom.

MR. NYGARD: Well, I was in Idah¢ Falls
for several meetings. But anyway, there was some
confusion there. And I think what we were talking

about -- we talked about the shallow perched --
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8lnce we’ve been talking about this amongst
oﬁrlolves for 80 long, we Immediately think water,
And that’s what we were talking about.

As far as the shallow perched sediment
goes, that Is in the fesue for the comprahensive
RI, the remadial investigation. That iz how it is.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

MR. NYGARD: DPoss that clarify it?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Right,

MR. NYGARD: Clear as a bell? Okay.
That’'s all there is to it.

MR. JENSEN: Does that answer this
question adequately?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, ae long as
the record shows what Dean just sald and that
corresponds to what actually happened, that’'s an
adequate answer.

MR. NYGARD: 1 think the record doea. It
does now.

MR. JENSEN: And you will remind us.

UNIDERTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, we will,

MS. GREEN: We will remind ocurselves,
too, Nolan.

MR. JENSEN: Right.

M3. GREEN: Any other questione before --
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yes, Chuck?
MR, BROSCIOUS: Could you tell me what
tha State budget requast for both the overalight

program and DEQ's work at INEL is for fiscal year

‘937

MR. NYGARD: For *937 We’'re requesting
for DEQ -- let’s see, one point eight.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Overasight?

MR. NYGARD: I don't know coversight.

MS. GREEN: Any other gquestions about
the --

MR. BROSCIOUS8: Can you find out?

MR. NYGARD: I canrn.

MR. BROSCIOUS: How about EPA?

MR. NYGARDP: I don’t know.

MR. BROSCIQUS: Can you find out?

MR. NYGARD: Linda Meyer can address that
question for EPA with respect to their budget. I
don"t know that myself.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any ather
questions specifically about the perched water?

Yes, sir?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSOM: @ have a question.
Does the asite occur on the floed plain of the Big

Lost River, and what was the assessgmnent of the risk
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for fiood from the Big Lost Rivaer?

MR. SINTON: It's not on the flood plain.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: It's not?

MR. SBINTON: No.

MR. JENSEN: Not on the hundred year --

MR. SINTON: It‘'s not the PMP, which is
the probable maximunm.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: What are those
sediments 1f they’'re not flood sediments?

MR, SINTON: I‘m not exactly sure what
the age of those sediments are. HNow, they may
actually be sediments of the Eig Lost River; but
today, it is not on the flood plalin of the Big Lost
River.

And 1f I need to clarify that with a
geologist who can give us more information about
the history, the hiatorical geclogy of the area
about where the Big Lost River was, I can de that
for you,

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: IsB It not alsoc true
that at the time of the Challls earthquake, that
the ground --

THE REPORTER: I can't hear him.

MS. GREEN: The court reporter is having

difficulty understanding you. Could you come

CLEARWATER REPORTING
{800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 11:01:49 1992

Page 301



66

1 forward a bit, please,

2 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I say, in addition
3 and In response to this, is it not also true that

4 at the time of the Challis earthguake that the

5 ground in the basin above the INEL, the deep watar
5 and the waters -- flood waters from that peariod,

'% which was only ten years ago, were lapping at the

8 doorstep of the RWNC?

9 MS. GREEN: I --

10 UNIDENTIFIED PERéONa It's hard to say

11 that's only a 100~year flood plain, if that’'s

12 what‘s going on.

13 NS. GREEN: I am not aware of any flood
14 on or near the INEL in the time frame of the

15 Challis earthquake.

16 Reuel, are you --

17 MR. SMITH: 1T don‘t know that either.

18 MS. GREEN: Well, he was stating they

19 were at the RWMC; and I certainly don't know of any
20 at --

21 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: At the spreading
22 area just outside of the RWMC, there was evidence
23 that there was water there in the last ten years.
2¢ HMS. GREEN: That {8 true. The water was
25 not from -- resulting from the earthguake as much
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1 as it was, to my understanding, just releasas into
2 the river and wet years, basically.

3 MR. NYGARD: It was a rapid snow aelt,

4 MR. PIGOTT: I did the bridge

5 inspections, the building i{nespections --

6 THE REPORTER: I didn‘t hear what he

1 | maid.

8 MS. GREEN: Here’s the microphona.

? MR. PIGOTT: I did the bridge

10 inspections and the building inspectiona the day

11 after the earthquake. Thea river, at that time, wasa
12 coupletely dry because I walked underneath the

13 bridge, and there wasn’'t any water I(n the river

14 coming into the INREL.

18 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, but what

H 3 happens for the next six months afterwards as the
17 ground -- I mean, there's a road sign up in the

18 Challis River Basin where they talk about that the
19 flow of the groundwataer out of those springs and

20 the flow of the river increased -- I don’t know if
21 it was ten-fold or something like that -- within

22 the six months after the earthquake.
23 MR. PIGOTT: That never got down ta

24 the INEL.

25 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, the water or
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something that was in the spreading area thean.

MR. PIGOTT: The water -~ a lot of
that water gets diverted for irrigation. It never
even gets to INEL.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Wheorae doces the
water coma from than?

MS. GREEN: Bill -~ yeah, I think wae need
to ~- if you could please smpeak a little bit
slower, sir, so that the court reporter could get
your gquestion, she'’d apprecifate it, and we’d
appreclate it,

The water that entered the spreading
areas in the 983 time frame -- I belleve that’s
what we’re talking about, because that’s when I
first moved there -- was there through the flow of
the Big Lost River and was diverted intoc the
spreading areas.

It was, to my knowledge, hever classifjied
as any flood. So, I‘'m not sure --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, my comment
is, then, the report here needs to show that --
what the situation of these ponds are in relation
to the flood plain of the Big Lost River, and what
the situation is in terms of additional surface

waters that may or may not encreach upon the INEL
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1 in a reasonable amount of time, which {t does not
2 show in the report bacause I have just been reading
3 it.
4 MS. GREEN: Any other questions, specitic
5 queaticns, about the TRA Perched Water System
6 before we begin the formal comment period?
ki (No response made.)
8 M8, GREEN: Okay. If there are nc¢ more
9 queetions, thisz is the time when -- time that’s
1o been provided for oral conments on the perched
. 11 waAter proposed plan.
; 12 How to make comments, if you have brought
13 prepared statements here tonight which you’'d like
14 to have included in tha meeting record and
15 reaponded to in the responaiveness summary, you may
16 eéither read them during the verbal comment segment
17 of the meeting or slmply give the prapared
18 statement to Reuel Smith, if you have it written
19 down; and he will enter it into the record.
20 Do we have the tape recorder here
21 tonlght, Reuel?
22 MR. SMITH: Yes
23 MS5. GREEN: There’s also a tape recorder
24 at the back of the room. If you would rather not
) 25 provide your oral comments in front of the
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audlence, you can use that, {f you wish.

If you choose not to do so, not to
provide oral comments at this meeting, but you
still wish to provide commente in writing, the
address where to send those written comments 1s on
the back slde of the agenda.

In addition, there are comment forms at
the back table specifically for the perched water
study. You're welcome to fill out a form tonight
and alther leave it with Reuel or send it to us.

I‘1} remind you that written and varbal
commentse a2re given equal consideration, and the
comment period for each of these ~-- for this
project and the other two, aiso. runs through
August 5th, 1992,

What happens to your comments after
you’ve made them? After the comment periocd has
ended, DOE prepares a summary of the oral and
written comments received on each of thae proposed
plans. And then the three agencies, DOE, EPA and
the State, get togéther and evaluate theose comments
for thelr -- for addressing the recommendation and
then respond to the comments that are relevant to
each topic in a document called the responsiveness

summary.
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1 That responsiveness summary is then made
2 avallable -~ 1t‘s made part of the record of

3 decision for the project, and it’s made available

4 to anyone who has signed tha attandance ragister at
5 the back of the room and to anyone who provides

6 written comments along with a return addraess.

7 The -- wa’d like to provide everybody who
8 wishes to make an oral comment with five minutes to
9 do 8o to ensure that everyone who would like to has
10 time to do mo.

11 At the start of your comment, would you
12 please state your name and spell your name for the
13 court reporter for the record prior to giving your
14 comment?

15 Reuel, has anybody signed up to make oral
16 commants?

17 MR. SMITH: Four people have.

18 MS. GREEN: Four pecple have?

19 MR. SMITH: And possibly more. Youn might
20 indicate that it wasn’t necessary -- it wasn’t

21 necessary to sign up at the reception table.
22 MS. GREEN: Right. 1If you changse your
23 mind and have not -- and would like to make oral

24 comments at the completion of the people who have
25 gigned up, there will be an opportunity to do so.
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I'd 11ke to ask the court reporter, are
wa at a place where -- we don‘t want to have to
stop in the wmiddle of somebody’s comment to change
the tape. How -- how are you as far as that status
goes?

THE REFORTER: Can I check the tape?

NS. GREEN: Would you please?

THE REPORTER: I’ll just change it now.

MS. GREEN: OXay. We're ready to start
the formal oral commant session for the Perched
Water at the Test Reactor Area. I quess I'd like
to ask for a show of hands for those who plan to
provide oral comments.

Anybody who would like to volunteer to go
first?

MS. MINEUR: My name is Lynn Mineur,
M-I-N-E-U~R. I have comments on the following
proposed clean up plans at the INEL: the Perched
Water System beneath the Test Reactor Area,
subnitted by the League of Women Voters of Moscaow,
June 23rd, 1992,

The League of Women Votere of Moscow is
pleased to be able to present these comments in
person at a public meeting in Northern Idaho. The

League is5 reassured about our government’s
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1 recognition of the public’s right to the
2 opportunity to participate in the clean Up process
3 regardleass of whether the public chooses to
.4 e@xercige that right in any given time.
S The League continues to regquest language
6 in the INEL Community Relationa Plan that will
7 guarantee that at least one public meeting on each
8 clean up project be held in the northern part of
L) the atate,
10 On the Perched Water System beneath the
11 Test Reactor Area, the League has grave
12 resaervations about the propqsod dacision to allow g&;1
13 tha contaminated sediments in the deep water
14 perched pond to remain there.
15 A risk assessment based on mean N
16 concentrations of contaminantes 1s in danger of
17 undarstating the risk. This 18 of special
18 significance when the decision ig to take no
19 action, g_la-‘i!
20 The League requests that the risk
21 assessment be repeated based on a model that
22 considers the highest concentration before a no
23 action alternative be found acceptable.
24 The League requests written T
25 identification of the specific operable units under ggga
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which each of the flve ponds and basins listed as
sources of the shallow water perched system wlll be
evaluated. This information was not provided in
the June 26th, 1992 Dear Citizen letter,

The League.alao requests written
assurance that the sediments in the shallow Perched
Watexr System will be included in the R1/FS studies
for each of these operable units,

I'd 1like to point out that those comments
were based on that confusion that came from the
technical briefing, and it does illustrate the
kinds of problems we run into when we meet in a
room up here and deal with pecple over the
telephone in Idaho Falls. Having said that, we
prefer to have the opportunity to have that kind of
tachnical briefing than to have no opportunity at
all.

The League objects to the continued use
of the warm waste pond and the cold waste pond in
light of the decision to allow the contaminants in
the deep perched pond to remaln as a source of
contamination to the Snake River Aquifer.

The League went con, and all of our
commente are In cne document; so, I°]1l]l submit that

at the end, if I may.
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1 MS. GREEN: Thank you.
.2 Lynn, can the court reporter be provided
3 a copy of what you read from, so sha can verify it?
4 MS. MINEUR: Yes. 1 just have the other
5 two that I will read comments on.
1] MS. GREEN: Okay. Thank you.
7 MS. MCREYNOLDS: ¥y name (8 Mary
8 NcReynolds. I don’'t have anything written out. I B
9 have several concerns about this no action. The
10 first of which is that this particular system --
11 and it is a system -- starting with the top
12 sgediment of the warm waste pond on down to the
13 aguifer that’s been divided into four separate
14 operable units. Somehow it’s a divide and conguer
15 that doesn’'t take into account that this is a
16 dynamic system and from one level will go to the #T4-5
17 { next. P27
18 And when we're talking about dealing with
19 related systems, we are not talking about dealing
20 with three basically no related no actlon systenms.
21 We’re talking about dealing with operable unit ten,
22 with operable unit twelve, with aperable unit
23 thirteen and the entire aguifer as one full systenm.
24 They are all interrelated. What happens to one
25 will affect the other from the top down.
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I have problems with continued use of the
warm waste pond until 1993, and you’re basing & no
action whare you don’t know what’s going to happen
in 1993, as well as the majn driver for the perched
fluid system, belng the cold water waste pond,
which will be an operation which provides B85
percent of the water to the deep zons until the
year 2007 and being completely decommliwsioned in
2015. Y find this rather confusing that you would
choose to put a no actlion when the whole system Iis
s5till in operation. You don't know.

I have problems with the use of mean
concentrations as opposed to range concentrations.
Again, this may understate the problem. I believe
that you should be using the highest concentration
lave)l for what you are doing. And I don‘t know why
we were provided with the mean for this particular
aquifer unit when you go on to the motor pool, and
you give us range as well as giving us range in the
Auxiliary Reactor Area. And so -- and I didn’'t
have time to go to the administrative records and
look it up, but I believe that those things should
be given to us; and I think that it should be based
on the high end.

1 have problems with the idea of the
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contaminants. Somehow it was explained to us that
the contaminants that are going to be held in the
subsurface level arehgoing to be atablilized there;
and that they’'re going to be okay there until such
time a4z ~- that you weren’t really planniag, it
didn‘t sound 1like at thig timo until we brought it
up in operable unit thirteen, to deal with these
sediments from shallow waste and the deeap perched
—= or the shallow perched and the deep perched --
that they‘re going to be held there with, at this
point in time, nothing being done with it. Your
own research for pit ailne on the types of natural
plants that grow in the area show that they have
root systems that extend down anywhere from ten to
twenty feet, which means that they can be brought
up.

The research for that project also shows,
biologically, there are animals in the area that
@at these things. I have real problems with this
being left there for that time frame. All of your
concepts are based upon a perfect system. You do
not take Ilnto account flocds that I can see,
earthquakes -- and this does lie along the fault
line -- all of those things that are reality that

actually could happen are not being taken into
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1 congideration. Life does not run on a perfect _gﬁ+10
2 ;yutem. a *
3 We only know the concentrations for
4 contaminantas for the warm waste pond. We don‘t
5 know them for any of the -- there are more than ten
6 other sites thers, not just ones that you listed,
7 that contribute to the perched zone. We don’t know
8 the contaminante in those.
3 okay. That question was answered. S$So,
10 my feeling is, at this point, that wae’re being a
11 little precipitous in trying to put through a no
12 actjon whila, one, the warm waste pond and the cold AT411
13 waste pond are still being used. I don't see how EE?
14 you can base any finzl decisions or aessessmaents
15 when they're still being used. I don‘'t see how you
186 c¢can separate out the syatems.
17 50, I hope that you‘d have -- {f you‘re
18 going to do this, that I would wish that they would
19 be reopened when you do, the whole operable unit
20 thirteen of the systems, you look at as a whole.
21 They're not separate; and that hopefully, the water
22 will be exhumed and the contaminante will be
23 exhumed at that time.
24 I would like a list of all contaminants 4T412
25 made public, not just thoese that are a concern. P17
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1 You get a bunch of thinges that are under one ]

2 percent, and these can come up to 20 percent real Sﬁ?m
 3 quick. And they have a&n accumulated risk together.

4 And as wy fimal statement, I would like,

5 at this time, because all of these things -- not

6 Just this particular operable unit, but operable

7 units covering an entire INEL area -~ are all’

: contributing to contamination in the Snake River

9 Aquifer. I feel that it is time that we move up

10 WAG 1¢ to the forefront so that when we're looking #T4-13
11 at each of these separate things that are P27
12 contributing to contaminatfion to the agquifer, we

13 can know exactly how much this area is contributing

14 to the overall aquifer. And we can decide, at that

15 time, whether or not that it°s true that we shauld

16 be, lndeed, cleaning this up or whether we can

17 leave it safely.

18 That’'s all. B

15 MS. GREEN: Okay. Any volunteers for

20 oral comments.

21 MR. BROSCIQUS: My friends know that

22 | sometimes a little comic relief is helpful for me

213 to keep from getting too caught up im things. This

24 is a cartoon that they sent. Thank you, Lynn.

25 The person that did this has a lot of
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extra time, in the tune of a couple of dyys, and
I'm willing to go into the administrative record
and go through the sampling data. You’ll find some
interesting informatlion, but it's not very readily
apparent which 1s which.

This particular data was -- has baen
turned into English 8o you can at least understand
it, but this 18 sampling data underneath the test
reactor that --

NR. ROVLAND: I have a question for
clarification. When you say groundwater samples,
is it shallow perched, deap perched; or ia it
distinguished there?

MR. BROSCIOUS: The data sheet didn‘t
Bpacify.

MR. HOVLAND: Okay. 8o, 1t could be the
ghallow or the deep perched?

MR. BROSCIQOUS: It might be either one.

MR. HOVLAND: Or it -- and would it be
the Snake River Plain Aquifer, too?

MR. BRDSCIQUS: It could be either of the

three.

MR. HOVLAND: Okay.

MR. BROSCIOUS: What's listed on here is
the -- the radlonuclides, the concentration levels;
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and in this column, is what little information I
was able to glean out of the Environmental
Protection Agency concerning the current 1976
drinking water 1limit for contaminants.

The far column here is the number of

times over the EPA limitz that this concentration

level represents, For -- and agide, it would be
interesting -- it might be interesting for you to
know that the drinking water limit is -- new

drinking water standards have been dratted, and the

Plan Is to promulgate these new standards.

The most significant part of it is that
the limits are being raised, not lowered. For
instance, cobalt-60, which is currently at a
hundred picocuries per litter, is being raised to
218 picocuries per liter. For chromium-51, which
is currently at 6,000, i8 being raised to 38,000.

Baslcally, my interpretation of that is
it*s related to the Reagan/Bush administration ove
the past twelve years to raise these limlts becaus
the single largest polluter with respect to
radionuclides 1s the federal govefnnent. aAnd it’'s
in their interest to raiese these limits to minimiz
the impact on them to clean up many of thelr sites

And there’'s a significant conflict of interest wit

r

e

h
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1 the polluters setting the atandards.

2 In 1987, the EPA attempted to promulgate

3 new standards; and they were sued by the Natural

4 Regsources Defense Councll, and the courts threw

5 those standards out because they were not

6 protected -=- they would not protect human health,

? the standards that the EPA was trying to

g promulgate. And, hopefully, some public interest

g group will have the resources to be able to

10 challenge these new standards.

11 In this column over here, you can see i
12 some pretty big numbers: 122,000 over the limit;

13 105,000 over the limit. In terms of half-lives,

14 many ¢of these have really long half-lives. The

15 cobalt doesn’'t have such a long one. It's about

16 here. Ceslum has 30 years. Americium—-241 down

17 here has 432 years for a half-life. And that’s

18 only its half-life., That dceen’'t mean that after gz;ﬂ
19 413 years -- or 32 years, that it‘s not going to be
20 toxic or dangerous.

21 Strontium-9%0 down here at the bottom, 1If
22 You can see it, has a half-life of 28 years.
23 Tritium has 12 years, plutonium-239 has 24,000

24 yYears. Europium-152 is 4,700 years. Europium-154
25 is 5,800 years. And europlium-155 is5s €621 vears.
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Down at the bottom, If you add these
curle concentrations up, you get over 4 million
Picocurfes peor liter. This is underneath the Test
Reactor Area. This is what they want to walk away
from. And this is the information that you‘re not
getting from DOE, from the State ar from EPA. You
won’t find that in any of the mailings or the Dear
Citizen letters.

The issue has been brought up about the
relative impact of cther sfites around the INEL that
are contributing. And the fact that they’re
looking in narrowly at only these individual waste
areag -- or operable units, not even -- thay’'re not
even doing the whole waste area groups. So, I
think it’'s -- it‘s rather interesting to see
here -- this is, again, DOE data in terms of
sitewide what's been releasad,

The scolid discharge to the environment
1952 to 1981 solid, this is radicactive waste
that’s just been burled in underlying ditches,
It's not in any kind of a monitored retrievable
storage, eight million curies over.

The low-level liquid waste, which
"low-level®” doeen’t mean that it‘s mot risky, it-a

just a category, filfty-four curies. These are full

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

#T4-14
P-07

#7415
p-27

Mon Nov 23 11:11:47 1992

Page 319



TM-00303 (6)

84

10
11
12
13
14
1s
16
17
ie
18
20
21
22
22
24

25

curies. Theee aren’'t picocuries. Alrborne
releases, 52 to 89, over 13 wmillion.

Row, these cther categories down here,
this is in storage. Solid waste, 74 million; high
lovel liquid waste, thisa is primarily what’s in the
high-level liquid waste tanka., Theat's how much hasa
been generated, 371 million. <Calclne, this ls
what’s in the calcine bin, 64 million,

Down at the bottom, is a total of all the
radicactive waste that’s been gensrated down there,
either in storage or has been disposed, 331}
million. And there‘'s a note at the botton,
suggests that it‘’s -- that doesn‘t include spent
fuel that’s in storage down thera. If it included
the spent fuel, it would be many times over that.

M5, GREEN: Excuse me, Chuck. We’'ve gone
about eight or nine minutes into the five-minute
commentary. Are you about to rap it up? If so,
I1'11 let you finish up. If not, I'd like to ask
that you provide the remalning --

MR, BROSCIOQUS: 1 forgot to tell you, my
name is Chuck Broscious, B-R-0-5-C-I-0-U-8,
executlve director for the Environmental Defense
Institute. And you, too, can have a copy of our

comnents.,
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i #H5. GREEN: For purposes of ]

a clarification, the firzet tabhle that you had up

3 there, the (ist of radionvalideg and

4 conepnteations, dn yohh have mspacific raferance for

S that 3o that we can 1ouk --— )

6 MR. BROSCIOUS: Right thare at tha top.

1 MR. HOVLAWD: Ia& that in your handout?

& MR. BROSCIO¥YS: ([Xr. B8roscious nods

] head.) .

10 M8, GREEN: And the second table, for

11 purpeses of eclarification, does relate to the

12 entire INEL?

13 MH. BRUNCIOUS: RIght,

L4 MS. GREEN: Thank you,

1s KR. BROSCIQUS: The position that the ]

16 Environmental Defense Inetitute has taken {3 that

17 the ne actian alternative iz totally unacsceptable; #T4-16
18 that the -- at thia presaent tima, the contaminsation ggﬁ
19 in sither the shallow or the deep perched zones {»n
2¢ accaptablg. It can be pumpaed and treated.
21 The thing ix, isx that if that i
22 cantaminated wvastewater (s sxhumed, pumped back cut

23 to the surface and treated, lt's not going to g&§17
24 migrate and further contamlnata the aquifer. The
25 collectiive total comprehenslive contribution to the
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1 agquifer iIs substantial. And any additional
2 contamination that can be remediated and simply can ﬁE;‘T
‘5 be remediated, must be done.
4 MS. GREEN: Dld we have another parson
5 signed up? Yes, ma‘ae? Would you like to come to
6 the microphone or take the microphone wherever
7 | yourd 1ike to --
] MS. REGELIN: Actually, I'm two people
9 toaight. The first one 1°'d like to do 1s read a
10 statement from two Eriends of mine who could not be
11 here. And their names are Patricla and Donald
12 Scott, S-C-0-T-T. And I will give vou this.
13 And thaeir statement is, We do not feel ]
14 that no remedial action is the proper solution for
15 dealing with the contamination in the Perchad Water
16 | System beneath the Test Reactor Area, the Motor 31_‘24:118
17 Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area and the
18 Chemical Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor
19 Area,
20 Dividing INEL into soc many waste area 7
21 groups, and these into operable units, wmay make it
22 easier to manage the Investigations; but this

#T4-19
23 fragmentation does not provide us with a total P27
24 picture. As in all of the, quecote, below-risk
25 factors, and quote, of all of the oparable units of
, CLEARWATER REPORTING
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211l of the waste area groups together, might resuylt
in a level which should demand remedial action.

It seems very important to have a preliminary risk
assegsment of the whole area in order to come up
with valid solutions,

We wonder about the wisdom of averaging
the concentrations of contaminantas found in
different areas. Using the highest concentrations
would change the picture drastically. Revisions in
what is conelideraed safe concentrations for these
contaminants have always been downward instead of
upward, and it makee more sense to err on the
conservative side if we cannot be sure jJuat what is
safe.

Finally, what are, quote, safe
concentrations, end qﬁote, for 211 of the
populations, flora and fauna, found in the INEL
area? We do not believe that the safe
concentration level for the harvester ant, for
exanple, ie known; yet the conclusion is made that
no harm will occur to humans or the environment.

Do we even know how many specles are in the
environment?

Then for myself, I'm Louise Regelin. I'm

a local attorney. I'm a member of League of Women
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Voters, and I'm atate preaident of the ldaho
American Association of University Women. And as
such, 1 work with and deal with my branches that
are all over the state, including branches in
Burley, Rupert, Twin Falls, Pocatello and Idaho
Falls. And a number of my pecople are guite
concerned about thise, as I am.

First off, I want to say thank you for
this opportunity. We do appreciate being able to
have our input because many of us do @Xpress
statewide interest as opposed to, guote, parochial
interests. And my comments are really a
continuation as were expressed at the last
epportunity that we had in Moscow via speaker
phone.

And I want to raise those same three
issues because I stll] don't bellieve they’ve been
adequately addressed. One of them has already been
raised; and that is the fact that, for a lot of us,
we find that a decislon for no action is not an
acceptable solution.

My first point that I raised, again,
eaxlier -- and I want to raise again because I feel
it has not been addressed -- {s what options were

considered? We've never been made privy to that
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information. What did they cost? Why were they
rejacted? And are those all the optiona?

I remember reading a book called The
Third Alternative, and that {g that we naed to
continually =mseek to find new and innovative
solutions. Why were the optlions that were chosen,
chosen? And in this case, the option of no action
is, I belleve, not well gupported. Why were other
solutions rejected? I .don't. balieve that
information has been provided. And what factor
and/or element waa regarded as the decisive factor?

The second one is what is the role of
this partlial solution as a -- or choice, whichever
you want to call it -- in this total picture? What
is the cumulative effect or result of the fact of,
in effect, no action being taken? And I think a
number of other speakers have addressed that issue
very well. And that delaying 1s not going to
improve the egituation.

We need progress. Costs will only
increase, if we want to look at the plcture of
dollarxrs. We are going to have to clean these
things up. The problems will more likely be
exacerbated, as an example, the perched water table

situation. The water will continue, through
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gravity and various other things, to migrate
further from the surface; and the risk levels will
rise. And, of course, the cost.

The third one is why do we, as citizens,
not have the right t¢ be involved and informed at
all levels during these procedures? Because we can
like 1t or not, but we’re all part of the Snake
River system, which is part of the Columbia River
system. And, indeed, that aguifer that we‘re
talking about down there, whether we're talking
about the Lost River or the Snake River, are part
of the same system.

And T think as anyone one who works, as I
frequantly do, with future development water in
this part of the world and probably in the entire
worlad, will pe the critical element that will
determnine whether there will be development or ne
development.

S0, a cure, if you want to call it that,
or a complete sclution can be aeffected in the near
future, meaning before the turn of the century. If
wa walt longer than that, I‘m not at all convinced
that a solution can be achleved. Remediated
action, possibly, but nothing that would be a,

quote, soluticon.
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I appreciate the fact that we are making
progress. Y think having real bodies here this
time I8 a atep In the right direction. However,
I‘'m afrajd we’re not making progress fast enough,
pirtlcularly in the efforts to take remediation.

We do need information, and Mr. Broscious
has just given us some sppecificity. And while I
know that numbers can be made to jump through
hoops, I do think cumulative effects are something
that have not been adeguately addressed. So, 1
would ask that the powere that be act now to make
proactive declsions rather than no active decislons
and to make those decisions keeping the beneflt of
both the peoples of the area, not just Idaho, but
the whole Pacific Northwest and country and our
environmant in mind. And the decisions that have
heen proposed Iin thaese three situations, I don't
feel do that.

Thank you.

ME. GREEN: Are there any others wiahing
to make oral comments tonight on the Perched Water
System?

(No response made.)

MS. GREEN: Okay. With that, I‘d 1like to

remind you that {f